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Carolyn Carter Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December 2016. An Analysis of Teacher 
Perceptions of Four Teacher Effectiveness Models Implemented in School Districts Across 
Tennessee. Major Professor: Reginald L. Green, Ed.D.  
The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the experiences of teachers relative 
to: (a) the processes and strategies used to implement the various components of a teacher 
effectiveness model used by teachers participating in four focus group sessions.  The research 
explored the teachers’ experiences with which components were most and least helpful in 
improving their teaching effectiveness and identifies the major differences in the processes and 
strategies used to implement the components of each of the models.  
Data was gathered from 32 teachers across the state of Tennessee through focus group 
session with the researcher and participants were asked to indicate what components were (1) 
“most helpful” and (2) “least helpful” in improving their teaching effectiveness.  The 
qualitative study also analyzed the components of the models chosen by districts that elected to 
replace the state model and the perception teachers regarding the effectiveness of model 
components relative to enhancing their teaching effectiveness. 
Results indicated that planning and instruction were components that all teachers in all 
of the teacher effectiveness models in the study.  The results indicated that the environment 
was the least helpful component reported by teachers for three of the focus groups with the 
fourth focus groups choosing family and community outreach as the least helpful component.   
Having identified the components of the teacher effectiveness models most and least 
helpful, this study could enhance the teacher evaluation process by including input form 
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                                                                    Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 The current standards competency and accountability movement is advocating that 
principals become instructional leaders; however, in order for principals to be effective as 
instructional leaders they need the assistance of classroom teachers. Therefore, there is a push 
to define and assess teacher effectiveness. In summary, teacher effectiveness has become a 
major focus of the current educational reform movement. One state that is leading the way in 
this area is Tennessee. 
 In the state of Tennessee, teacher accountability has become the focus of educational 
reform. With the passage of Race to the Top and First to the Top Act (TDOE, 2010) funding, 
the emphasis on effective teaching and student achievement became the mindset for teacher 
accountability in the state. Teachers in Tennessee no longer receive annual evaluations, rather, 
they receive several evaluations throughout the school year conducted by their school principal 
or other designated school leaders. 
  In the state of Tennessee, five teacher effectiveness models have been operationalized. 
One of the models was created by the State Department of Education for use by all school 
districts in the state. However, for one reason or another, some school districts chose not to use 
the state’s designed model. Rather, they sought and received approval to use a model 
containing components significantly different from those in the state’s model.   
Thus, in the state of Tennessee five different teacher effectiveness models were 
operationalized. The five models are: 
 1. Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
 2. Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results Model (TIGER) 
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 3. Project Coach 
 4. Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM)  
5. Achievement Framework for Excellent Teachers model (AFET). 
Most districts within the state and most charter organizations operating in the state use 
the Teacher Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  This model was developed by the State 
Department of Education for use in all districts in the state (TDOE, 2010).  Hamilton and 
Bradley County sought and received approval to implement a model identified as Project 
Coach; 12 districts in the state sought and received approval to implement a model identified as 
the Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) model; and the Shelby 
County School System (Memphis) received approval to implement a model referenced as The 
Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM).  The fifth model, The Achievement Framework for 
Excellent Teaching (AFET) was implemented by the state’s Achievement School District.  The 
Achievement School District (ASD) is a school district in Tennessee to which the lowest 
performing schools in Tennessee can be moved, with the goal of increasing student 
achievement in those schools. Because this model was approved after the beginning of this 
study it is not a part of the study. 
Each of the models under study contain different components and were selected for 
different reasons. However, all models meet the new standards set by Race to the Top.  What is 
of interest to this researcher is the perception of teachers who use the different models. It is of 
great benefit to the profession to determine why a different model from the state approved 
model was selected and the perception of teachers regarding the effectiveness of the 




Background of the Study  
In 2009, because congress could not reach an agreement on revisions that should be 
contained in the reauthorization of the No Child Left Behind Act, Secretary Arne Duncan and 
his advisory team met to develop a new initiative that would likely gain national support. The 
new initiative replacing the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements was Race to the Top 
(TDOE 2010). This initiative was based on test score growth instead of proficiency targets and 
other No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements. 
Race to the Top was an opportunity to leverage learning at all levels and to determine 
teaching practices that are essential to producing better results for students. The essential 
reason was to allow teachers to connect their performance evaluations to professional 
improvement goals; provide school districts and principals a way to distinguish between 
effective and ineffective teachers; and to identify an appropriate way to balance formative and 
summative assessment of teachers for professional growth and development (Hirsh, 2010). In 
summary, states receiving American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding were 
required to devise systems that would use student test scores as a part of teacher and principal 
performance evaluations (Horn & Wilburn 2013).   
With poverty and low educational outcomes among its predominantly White and 
English-speaking students, in January 2010, Tennessee’s governor convened a session of the 
Tennessee General Assembly and passed legislation design to address the requirements that 
aligned Tennessee school practices with the new criteria (Finch, 2012a).  This bill became 
known as the First to the Top Act (FTTT) of 2010. 
The First to the Top Act (FTTT) of 2010 has six areas of emphasis: (a) the 
establishment of an “Achievement School District” that allowed the commissioner of the state 
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department of education to intervene in consistently failing schools; (b) annual evaluations of 
teachers and principals; (c) a 15-member advisory committee charged with the task of 
recommending guidelines for evaluations; (d) restrictions against using teacher effect data until 
data from three complete years are obtained; (e) personnel decisions (promotion, retention, 
tenure, and compensation) to be based partly on evaluations; and (f) 50%  of teacher and 
principal evaluations to be based on student achievement data (Finch, 2012a).  
The teacher advisory committee was charged with developing and recommending to the 
State Board of Education guidelines and criteria for annual evaluation of teachers and a local 
district level evaluation grievance procedure. The legislative body of Tennessee approved a 
process based on Danielson’s, (2013) framework that included three components: a) dismissing 
teachers who were ineffective; b) reforming tenure in the state; and c) transparent reporting of 
teacher effectiveness to the public and parents.  Additionally, all personnel decisions were to be 
based in part on evaluations that included promotion, retention, tenure, and compensation. To 
address these requirements state officials operationalized the Teacher Effectiveness Program. 
Statement of the Problem 
As a part of the Teacher Effectiveness Program, the state of Tennessee has five 
different teacher effectiveness models in use.  Each of these models has components based on 
the Danielson framework. However, the make-up of the components and the implementation 
process is different between the models. Also, the models require different strategies and 
approaches to provide feedback to teachers to inform practices that will enhance their teaching 
effectiveness.  This research sought to determine the perceptions of teachers regarding the 
effectiveness of the components of the models their district selected. There was also a need to 
determine the effectiveness of the strategies used to implement each of the models.  Therefore, 
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this study analyzed the components of the models chosen by districts who elected to replace the 
state model and the perception of teachers regarding the effectiveness of model components 
relative to enhancing their teaching effectiveness. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to explore the experiences of teachers relative to: a) the 
processes and strategies used to implement the various components of a model; b) the 
components that were most and least helpful in improving teaching effectiveness; and c) the 
perception of teachers regarding the major differences in the processes and strategies used to 
implement components of each of the models. 
Research Questions 
The following three research questions guided the study: 
1. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a specific 
district do teachers perceive to be most helpful in improving their teaching practices? 
2. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a specific 
district do teachers perceive to be least helpful in improving their teaching practices? 
3. What are the major differences in the components of each of the four teacher 
effectiveness models? 
Definition of Terms 
The following list of definitions offer insight into key terminology operationalized in 
the study:  




Effective Teacher – a teacher whose students achieve acceptable ratings (e.g., at least 
one grade level in an academic year) of growth (as defined in the Race to the Top 
requirements) (DOE, 2009).  
Feedback – information resulting from classroom observations given to teachers by 
their administrator or his/her designee for the purpose of enhancing their classroom 
performance.   
Project Coach – A teacher effectiveness model consisting of the following 
components: instructional planning, environment, monitoring, assessment, follow-up, family 
and community outreach, and professional responsibilities (Scales & Akins, 2011). 
TEAM – A teacher effectiveness model consisting of frequent observations, 
constructive feedback and professional development through frequent observations and 
constructive feedback to educators through pre-and post-conferences as well as multiple 
observations (TDOE, 2015).  
TEM – A teacher effectiveness model that supports growth and continuous 
improvement through clear expectations, feedback, professional development, and resources. 
TEM components include student growth and achievement, observation of practice, teacher 
knowledge and stakeholder perceptions (TEM, 2012). 
TIGER – A teacher effectiveness model designed to promote teacher growth and 
quality instruction that aligns with district goals and curriculum (TIGER, 2016). 
Teacher Effectiveness Ratings – The composite score on a scale of 1-5 received by a 






The Open Social Systems Theory served as the framework for this study. Open Social 
Systems consist of the whole organization, parts of the organization, input into the 
organization, a transformation process, outputs from the organization, and the organization’s 
internal and external environment (Green, 2013). According to this definition, schools are open 
social systems, and as such, students enter the school from the external environment as input, 
participate in a transformation process (teaching and learning), and re-enter the external 
environment as output. Teachers engage in the transformation process and receive directions 
and feedback from individuals who supervise the process.  This definition, therefore, 
establishes a basis for inquiring about teacher effectiveness models. 
Applying the theory to this study, the Tennessee State Department of Education in the 
external environment of schools enacted policy on teacher effectiveness and input that policy 
into schools. Teachers and administrators developed plans to use in implementing the policy, 
which informed the transformation process. Interaction occurred between teachers and 
administrators as teachers were provided feedback regarding the implementation processes and 
procedures (Hanson, 1996). Interaction also occurred between teachers and students who 
engaged in the transformation process and re-entered the external environment as output. 
Significance of the Study 
This study analyzed four teacher effectiveness models used to provide feedback to 
teachers on how to improve their teaching effectiveness. The models were identified as TEM, 
TIGER, TEAM, and Project COACH. In particular, the study was designed to enhance 
understanding of the components of each model, their implementation processes and strategies, 
and the perception of teachers regarding the effectiveness of each component. It was the intent 
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of the researcher to provide policy developers information that they can use to inform policy 
development that will enhance the successful use of the teacher effectiveness program. 
Limitations of the Study 
The study focused on teachers who had experiences with the implementation of one of 
four teacher effectiveness models. Thus, the researcher utilized a limited population.  This 
limited population provided data that informed responses to the research questions and the 
respondents may have had different opinions than teachers who were not a part of the study. 
Organization of the Study 
This research is presented in five chapters.  The researcher has detailed, in each chapter, 
the description of the study. Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the study, the 
problem statement, purpose, research questions, and significance of the study. The chapter ends 
with a summary that highlights key points of the chapter. 
 Chapter 2 contains a review of relevant literature. A review of the literature relating to 
teacher performance, teacher assessment, and principal/teacher relationships over three decades 
appears in the chapter. As a result of the in-depth literature review, a connection between the 
teacher effectiveness models and the history of teacher appraisal is revealed. 
Chapter 3 explains the methodology used in this study. Specifically, the researcher 
explains how data were collected and analyzed. The research and ethical considerations are 
also detailed in this chapter. 
  Chapter 4 contains the results of the study. This chapter reveals research findings and 
provides a detail account of the statistical analyses and answers to the research questions.  
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Chapter 5 contains a summary of the research findings, related conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations.  In particular this chapter presents the researcher’s 
significant contribution to the literature. 
Summary 
Over the past four years, in an effort to assess teacher effectiveness, the Tennessee State 
Department of Education approved for implementation, five different teacher effectiveness 
models.  The five models are:  Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), Project 
Coach, Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results Model (TIGER), Teacher 
Effectiveness Model (TEM), and Achievement Framework for Excellent Teachers (AFET). 
Each of these models are being implemented across the state. One of the models is a state 
mandated model (TEAM) implemented in most school districts in the state, and the other four 
are models designed for implementation in select school districts. The different models in 
Tennessee reflect the current accountability movement in education wherein teachers are 
mentored, evaluated, and compensated in order to increase student achievement.  This initiative 
is timely as many states have restructured the process through which teachers are evaluated, 
and teacher input is critical as processes and procedures are established and refined with the 














The purpose of this literature review is to present the process and history of teacher 
evaluation in Tennessee. The evaluation of teachers is a relatively recent focus of educational 
research. Within the context of accountability, which includes teacher tenure and student 
achievement, the importance of evaluating teachers has increased over the last five years. No 
Child Left Behind and Race to the Top placed more than ever before a focus on evaluating 
teachers and the achievement of students in schools. This study seeks to build upon the 
research of teacher evaluation models through the lens of teachers.  
The chapter follows these topics: (a) No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top; (b) 
Educational reform in Tennessee; (c) Social System Theory; (d) Danielson’s Framework; (e) 
Teacher Quality; (f) Tennessee Value Added Assessment Model (g) Teacher effectiveness, and 
(h) Teacher Evaluation. 
No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top 
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 required all public schools receiving federal 
funding to administer to students annually a statewide-standardized test. Schools that received 
funding through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 or Title I funding 
(Klein, 2015) were expected to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in test scores every 
year. If a school’s scores were repeatedly poor, then steps were taken to improve the school. 
President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Bill into law on January 8, 2002. States 
created Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) objectives that were consistent with the requirements 
of the law. States were required to provide “highly qualified” teachers to all students and, 
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according to legislation, schools were required to pass yearly tests that showed student 
improvement over the previous fiscal year (Klein, 2015).  
Additionally, new teacher evaluation systems became a part of states and districts 
receiving funds under the Race to the Top initiative that included flexibility waivers under No 
Child Left Behind. Federal regulations included multiple observations, feedback, and the use of 
student test scores to determine the effectiveness and multiple ratings of teachers. This process 
was used to determine and make informed decisions regarding tenure, compensation, 
promotion, advanced certification, and dismissal of teachers. The American reform agenda 
called for excellence in teaching and learning for public schools. These reforms included Goals 
2000, Educate America Act of 1994, Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, and Council 
of Chief State School Officers of 1998 with qualifications and preparation of teacher 
candidates to address gaps between the nation’s aspirations for education and student 
achievement. With the presidential election of George W. Bush, these issues took center stage 
with the promise of education first and No Child Left Behind (2002). The President’s proposal 
included increased student achievement and teacher quality. Secretary of Education, Richard 
Riley discussed revising the Elementary and Secondary Education Act during his 1999 speech 
on the state of American Education. During this time, the 105th Congress also highlighted 
teacher preparation and teacher licensure as areas of improvement (NAP, 2001). 
Race to the Top initiatives and No Child Left Behind waivers brought attention to 
teacher evaluation systems, policies, and changes because of the requirement for states and 
districts receiving funds. Teachers and teaching practices are not part of policy changes in the 
United States. The evaluation system should include multiple rating systems and inform 
decision about tenure, compensation, promotions, and dismissal. While teacher evaluation 
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systems in each state and district are under revision, alone these changes will not transform the 
quality of teaching if we do not prepare and select teachers who are well prepared and 
committed to learning throughout their careers (Darling-Hammond, 2010). 
The White House announcement of its plans to grant waivers of the provisions of No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) to states that agree to put into place the education reforms set by 
President Obama’s administration. The reforms included adopting Common Core state 
standards and evaluating teachers for tenure based on student test gains. These reforms are 
(Whitehurst, 2011) the same that were put forward in the Blueprint for reauthorizing NCLB, 
and it advanced in its Race to the Top competition using $5 billion in discretionary funds made 
available to it by Congress under the Stimulus Act. While waivers had been used to advance 
welfare and Medicaid reform during the Reagan administration and during the Bush 
administration, a few districts and states experimented at the margins of NCLB. The NCLB 
waiver authority did not grant the secretary of education the right to impose any conditions he 
considers appropriate on states seeking waivers, nor was there any history of such a wholesale 
executive branch rewrite of federal law through use of the waiver authority (Whitehurst, 2011). 
President Obama’s education agenda had a goal to make the U.S. education system, 
once again, the envy of the world (Whitehurst 2011). It included enhancing the quality of the 
teacher workforce by supporting incentive pay for teachers who produce more student learning 
or teach in hard to fill subjects such as math and science, removal of persistently ineffective 
teachers from the classroom, nontraditional routes into teaching, and mentoring programs for 





Educational Reform in Tennessee 
There were several reform efforts within the past twenty years that positioned 
Tennessee to apply for the Race to the Top Funding from the United States Department of 
Education beginning with the General Assembly initiating a comprehensive study of Tennessee 
education from Kindergarten through higher education in 1981. In 1983, Tennessee’s 
Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA) created a merit pay system for teachers (Career 
Ladder Program) and led to the development of a statewide curriculum (Basic Skills Program). 
Then in 1988, the Tennessee State Department of Education created statewide goals and 
objectives with special attention given to accountability and assessment (Horn & Wilburn, 
2013). 
In 1991, Tennessee Small School Systems pursued a lawsuit against the state of 
Tennessee where the plaintiffs challenged the constitutionality of funding public education 
from the state. The Tennessee Supreme Court ruled in the first appeal that the current public 
school finance system did not support equal educational opportunities for all students. In the 
second appeal, a new funding plan that allocated funds to school systems according to a 
formula based on the cost of 43 components necessary for basic education became known as 
the Basic Education Program (BEP). The Small School Systems filed a third appeal after the 
omission of a requirement for equalizing teachers’ salaries in the Basic Education Program 
(BEP). The Tennessee Supreme Court ruled to include teachers in the basic education program 
(Finch, 2012a). 
In 1992 the state legislature, enacted the Education Improvement Act and Tennessee 
Value Added Assessment System (TVAAS). The Education Improvement Act made changes to 
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the funding formula for public schools and enacted an accountability system that required local 
schools and school systems to meet state standards and goals (Sanders, 1994).     
In 2003, the Tennessee General Assembly created the Education State Lottery 
Corporation to fund scholarships for high school students. In 2004, the state’s Framework for 
Growth and Professional Development was used for evaluation of teachers and the instrument 
provided a positive context in which to develop teachers. In 2009, the Tennessee Diploma 
Project was implemented to provide more rigorous academic standards and required skills to be 
taught in earlier grades in Tennessee. Then in 2010, Tennessee established the First to the Top 
Act, which helped to position the state for applying and receiving Race to the Top funds. After 
receiving funding in 2011, the educator evaluation system was called the Tennessee Education 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) as part of the Tennessee First to the Top Act. In 2012, the No 
Child Left Behind Waiver Extension was approved to allow a waiver to the No Child Left 
Behind legislation for the academic school year (Horn, 2013). 
Social System Theory 
 
Lunenburg, (2011) explains that schools are social systems that are composed of 
individuals and subsystems with formal and informal structures of a complex interrelationship 
network. Social system refers to the activities and interaction of the group members that are 
brought together for a common purpose. Social system theory provides a way to view the 
interactions of the needs of the people and the organizational goals with the organization or 
school. The Social System theory emphasizes to the practitioner how important it is to balance 
the bureaucratic needs of the organization with those of the individuals who are part of the 
organization.  Getzel and Guba (as cited in Lunenburg, 2011) proposed five characteristics of 
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social systems: (a) purposive and boundaries; (b) people; (c) open exchange of information; (d) 
norms; and (e) roles, expectations, and interdependence.  
All social systems have boundaries that separate them from the external environment. 
Social systems also strive to achieve a level of balance among its competing yet interdependent 
elements. Schools are regarded as social systems because of their formal and informal 
structure. The formal structure is the role and function of the administration while the informal 
system relates to the social relationship that helps the organization to function. According to 
Getzel, (2007), the social system model places emphasis on the process in synthesizing the 
society with its culture, values, socioeconomics, political systems with the needs of the 
individuals within the school (students, teacher, and parents). 
Building on Danielson Framework 
 The most widely adopted approach to evaluating teachers is based on Charlotte 
Danielson’s “Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for Teachers,” a book that 
divided 22 components into four domains (planning and preparation, classroom environment, 
instruction, and professional responsibilities) and depends mainly on classroom observations 
(Schachter, 2012). There are two to five elements that describe a feature of a component, and 
while the components reflect the many different aspects of teaching, they are related to one 
another. The framework establishes definitions of expertise and procedures for novice and 
advanced practitioners. The framework can be used for the preparation of new teachers, the 
recruitment and hiring of teachers, a road map for novices, guidance for experienced 
professionals, and as a structure for focusing improvement efforts (Danielson, 2007). 
The framework for teaching developed by Danielson represents all aspects of a 
teacher’s daily responsibilities. The framework for teaching focused on research that seeks to 
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identify principles of effective practice and classroom organization. The domains of the 
framework for teaching include: (1) center instruction on high expectations for student 
achievement, (2) demonstrate effective teaching practice, (3) assist in recognizing individual 
student learning needs and develop strategies to address those needs, (4) provides clear and 
intentional focus on subject matter content and curriculum, (5) foster and manage a safe, 
positive learning environment, (6) use multiple student data elements to modify instruction and 
improve student learning, (7) communicate and collaborate with parents and the school 
community and exhibit collaborative, and (8) collegial practices that focus on improving 
instructional practice and student learning (Danielson, 2007). 
One framework that was readily adopted by several states and school districts was the 
Framework for Teaching developed by Danielson in 1995. This formative instrument involves 
a dialogue between principal and educator, and this conversation serves as an artifact in 
assessing teaching effectiveness. The Framework for Teaching provides a clear but complex 
rubric for observation and requires multiple classroom visits and evidence from both teachers 
and students (Danielson, 2012). 
Danielson’s framework depends on the work done by the Educational Testing Service 
(ETS) preparing for the Praxis III, which is Classroom Performance Assessments (Danielson, 
2007). The design of the framework was for self-assessment, teacher preparation, recruitment, 
hiring, mentoring, peer coaching, supervision, and evaluation. Described as the “go to” 
(Danielson, 2012) set of teaching standards for districts and schools, the framework is used for 
the assessment of teacher performance and student academic outcome. The idea of rigor goes 
beyond the teacher undergoing evaluation. It begins with a clear definition of what teaching is 
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(Danielson, 2012), and the framework for teaching domains trains teachers and principals to be 
on the same page.   
Teacher Quality 
 
ETS (2004) notes that teacher quality varies from state, district, communities and 
people; however, the knowledge, skills, abilities, and dispositions of teachers are characteristics 
of teacher quality. When defining teacher quality, the standards of the Interstate New Teacher 
Assessment and Consortium (INTASC), the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) 
were used. The roles of these organizations and relation to teacher quality include the 
following: INTASC allows states to work together to develop licensing standards as well as 
assessment for beginning teachers; NCATE incorporates performance standards into the 
licensing standards and assessments of INTASC; while NBPTS develops standards for 
advanced certification of teachers. There are some variations in the definition of teacher quality 
depending on the state, professional development, staffing and support from administrators and 
parents; however, the fact that our states have affiliation with national and regional standards 
development shows there is some agreement between states about teacher competence (ETS, 
2004). 
Over the past decade, teacher evaluations and accountability have been the focus of 
debate. Transformation of teacher evaluation systems may be the result of strong federal 
incentives (Klein, 2012) and rigorous protocols used for teacher accountability. Policies and 
legislation from the states include consequences for teachers that perform poorly.  Feedback 
from the evaluation becomes a part of the reform that was implemented in the new evaluation 
process.    
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The evaluation of teachers is a part of a comprehensive system for teaching and 
learning. While undergoing extensive changes in districts and states it is critical that these 
changes and new policies improve the quality of instruction and teaching for all students 
(Darling-Hammond, 2014). Evaluations of teachers are a part of a teaching and learning cycle 
that supports continuous improvement for teachers. As states and districts look for ways to 
reform education, the importance of evaluating teachers has increased over the last five years.   
Effective teachers have a profound positive influence on student achievement in 
schools, and ineffective teachers do not (Marzano, 2003).  An effective teacher: (a) understands 
the subject matter deeply, (b) connects learning with students’ prior knowledge and experience, 
(c) creates effective scaffolds and supports student learning, (d) uses instructional strategies 
that help students understand the connections, apply the learning, practice the new skill and 
monitor their own learning, (e) student learning is assessed continuously and adapted to the 
needs of the students, (f) provides clear standards, constant feedback and opportunities to 
revise work, and (g) effectively develops and manages a collaborative classroom which allows 
all students to have membership (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Previously traditional systems of 
evaluations included checklists with simplistic evaluative comments that did not provide the 
teacher with a particular area of growth or an area in which to improve. The ratings were “need 
improvement,” “outstanding,” and “satisfactory” and applied to novice, apprentice, and career 
teachers.   
So why evaluate teachers is a question one might ask? The answers could include the 
laws that require evaluation, teacher quality, and professional development. When examining 
the laws that require teacher evaluations, look to each state as well as the United States 
Department of Education.  
 
19  
  To ensure teacher quality a consistent definition is needed of good teaching and a 
shared understanding of good teaching. With a shared understanding and definition of good 
teaching, we have a common language that describes practices and conversations those results 
from classroom observations. Danielson’s Framework for Teaching defines good teaching as 
research based components of instruction that are aligned to the Interstate Teacher Assessment 
and Support Consortium (INTASC) standards and in a constructivist view of learning and 
teaching. There are 22 components and 76 smaller elements clustered into four domains of 
teaching responsibility within the framework: planning and preparation, classroom 
environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities (Danielson, 2013). 
As teacher evaluations take place in the classroom, those who evaluate teachers must be 
able to recognize the different components of practice and be able to discuss the practice with 
the teacher for improvement. Evaluations assist administrators in making decisions regarding 
continuous employment and professional development needs of teachers within the building. 
Thus, the challenge is to merge quality assurance and professional learning to assist in having a 
valid and reliable system of evaluation and allow for professional learning that is collaborative 
and collegial. 
Finding time to complete teacher evaluations is a challenge in many districts and states 
(Danielson, 2013). Having the time to have meaningful conversations and complete the number 
of evaluations that are required by the district or state based on the experience of the teacher is 
a problem for many evaluators. Teacher evaluations involve data collection, procedures 
established by the district and state and meetings with the teacher. This includes pre- and post- 
observations, the observations, collection of artifacts, and reporting.   
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Additionally, The New Teacher Project (2010) notes that an overhaul of teacher 
evaluation existing systems would assist principals in identifying teachers who are struggling 
and those that are doing a great job in the classroom as well as providing assistance to teachers 
that need support to be effective in the classroom. In its current state, teacher evaluations do not 
provide professional development and coaching that would improve the effectiveness of 
teachers in the classroom today (TNTP, 2010).   
Problems in the classroom continue and research in the 1980s showed that finding an 
effective evaluation system in the United States was like looking for a needle in a haystack. In 
1984, Hammonds’ research for RAND Corporation, very few evaluation systems provided 
opportunities for teachers to set goals, get feedback, and get support. Hammonds’ research did 
find Toledo Peer Assessment and Review (TAR), which included mentoring and peer 
evaluations and a model in Greenwich, Connecticut, that included goal setting and continuous 
feedback. While there is evidence of the use of the components of Toledo’s and Greenwich’s 
model in some evaluation systems, there is little change in the improvement of the teaching and 
learning system. (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984).   
The goal of evaluating teachers is to improve teaching, learning, and the development 
of a comprehensive teacher evaluation system and addressing the Race to the Top definition of 
effective and highly effective teaching (Goe, 2011).   
An effective teacher evaluation system consists of the definition of what is good 
teaching (Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Teacher effectiveness is a part of the decisions about a 
teacher’s future in academics. The decisions consist of formative, which uses evidence to 
improve and shape the quality of teacher, and summative, which uses evidence to give an 
overall performance or status about merit pay, promotion, and tenure. Formative helps 
 
21  
determine decisions to improve teaching, a plan to revise teaching. Summative decisions are 
final and used by administrators to determine whether the teacher will stay in education. 
The Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) Model Core 
Teaching Standards through the Council of Chief State School Officers developed a set of 
combined resources that define and support ongoing teacher effectiveness to ensure students 
reaching college and career ready standards. The Model Core Teaching Standards outline what 
teachers should know and be able to do to ensure that every student reaches the goal of being 
ready for college or the workforce. The Model Core Teaching Standards also state what 
effective teaching and learning looks like in a transformed public education system. With 
educators being held to new levels of accountability to improve student outcomes, the core 
standards describe effective teaching that leads to improved student achievement. The teaching 
standards offer a new paradigm for delivering education and an infrastructure that supports 
professionals in the education system. The key themes that run through the teaching standards 
and how they drive improved student learning are:  personalized learning for diverse learners, a 
stronger focus on application of knowledge and skills, improved assessment literacy, a 
collaborative professional culture, and new leadership roles for teachers and administrators 
(CCSSO, 2013).   
Teacher evaluations may include summative or formative evaluations. Previously 
evaluations consisted of a one-way communication from the administrator or other evaluators 
to the teacher on the adequacy of the teacher’s performance following two or more observation 
periods. A formative evaluation provides feedback for teachers to help them improve on an 
ongoing basis while a summative evaluation helps measure the teacher’s competence. 
Summative evaluations served decision-making purposes. Decisions regarding tenure or merit 
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pay may include these evaluations. Summative evaluations served as a way of assuring 
policymakers that a quality teaching force existed within the schools and districts as well as a 
way of providing staff development fund allocation. In contrast, a formative evaluation system 
provides feedback that encourages teacher professional growth. Formative evaluation systems 
encourage continual teacher self-evaluation and reflection and discourage the development of 
teaching routines that never change, encourage professional growth of the individual in the 
areas of interest to the teacher, improve teacher morale and motivation, and encourage 
collegiality and discussion of practices among peers within the school. Formative evaluation 
components include a focus on the sources of the data, the collection of the data, the results of 
the data, the methods of collecting the feedback and data, as well as how it applies to the 
teacher’s instructional abilities.  
Tennessee Value Added Assessment System 
The question of whether test scores accurately measure educational value is one that 
many experts debate. According to William Sanders, (1994), value added analysis provides an 
accurate and trustworthy quantitative measure of student learning and can directly attribute to 
the professional efforts of individual educators and schools.   
The most influential value added model is the Tennessee Value Added Assessment 
System (TVAAS) developed in the late 1980s by Dr. William L. Sanders at the University of 
Tennessee (Sanders, 1998).   
Used by the state of Tennessee since 1992, TVAAS is the largest provider of value-
added analysis to education.  TVAAS tracks student progress results and measures teacher 
effectiveness in the state of Tennessee. TVAAS focuses on student gains and in grades 4-12 in 
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core subject areas (reading, math, science, and social studies). TVAAS estimates teacher 
effectiveness and assists in setting educational policy and making personnel decisions.  
TVAAS is the centerpiece of an ambitious educational reform effort implemented by 
the Tennessee Education Improvement Act (1992). Inequalities in school funding led to a 
lawsuit brought against the state by a coalition of a small rural district. Under pressure from the 
business sector to reform the system, the legislature adopted a strong accountability model. A 
part of the requirements was the reporting of concrete evidence of satisfactory year-to-year 
improvements down to the classroom level. Based on pilot studies with the value-added model 
conducted by Sanders and his colleagues during the 1980s, the Tennessee legislature embraced 
the model as the methodological backbone of the new accountability system (Sanders, 1994). 
Starting in 1993, the accountability system in Tennessee requires schools and school 
systems to demonstrate progress at the national norm level in five academic subjects based on 
an annual battery of standardized test scores from the state’s Tennessee Comprehensive 
Assessment Program (TCAP). Teacher effectiveness is defined and measured by the magnitude 
of student gains or the differences in student learning; a teacher whose students achieve larger 
gains is the “effective teacher” (Kupermintz, 2003). Tennessee Value-Added Assessment 
System divides teachers into five effectiveness groups according to their ranking among their 
peers in terms of average student gains. This calculation is a complex process that blends the 
estimation of the average performance gains in each school system and the average 
performance of teacher’s students relative to the system performance.   
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System consists of three statistical models:  The 
first is a system model that estimates the average performance of the school system for each 
year, each grade, and each academic subject. The second model is a school model that 
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estimates the average performance for a particular school within a system. The third model is a 
teacher model that estimates the average student performance associated with a particular 
teacher in the system (Sanders, 1998). 
As a statistician with the University of Tennessee at Knoxville, Dr. William Sanders 
explored the feasibility of using a statistical mixed methodology model to eliminate some 
factors within the classroom and school to incorporate student achievement data for the state’s 
assessment system. Dr. Sanders studied the testing of students in Knoxville and Blount County 
using the mixed method methodology along with Dr. Robert McLean. With the challenges of 
America 2000 Plan, Tennessee’s General Assembly through its Education Improvement Act, 
specifies the means for which teachers and schools are accountable for meeting the goals set by 
the State Department of Education in Tennessee. Thus, Tennessee Value Added Assessment 
System focuses on the premise that all students learn according to their abilities, and by 
focusing on the gains that the students make from one year to the next, schools will show 
positive achievement of improved effectiveness of all students (Sanders, 1998).    
The Tennessee Value Added Assessment Model considers the year-to-year achievement 
of individual students through their gains. Each student’s annual test scores are compared to 
those of the previous year to compare growth. Schools and the teachers are doing a good job if 
the gains obtained by the students meet or exceed the previous years’ gains for the same 
students.  So value added scores are a form of statistical analysis that shows whether the 
students make a year’s growth with a particular teacher in the school (ECS, 2007a).  
With over 3 million student records, tracking the academic growth of each student 
requires analyzing the scale scores of students make on norm-referenced items on the state’s 
yearly assessment. The state’s test provides information on science, reading, mathematics, and 
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social studies from grades 3 through 12. The gains scores are estimated and compared to the 
national norms with any deviation from the norm reported for each grade and subject. Any 
school or system achieving two or more standard errors below the national norms show 
positive gains or progress. While the value-added scores are not intended to be the sole 
measure of a students’ academic progress, the data assist in determining whether a given 
teacher, school or the school system is effective. Sometimes called the “growth model” value 
added assessment is used as a foundation to the gain scores of students, the assessment, and 
effectiveness of the teacher, school, and school district. Value added assessment also removes 
the bias effect of social and economic influences when determining the gains for students from 
one year to the next (Sanders, 1998). 
In terms of state law, Tennessee law (49-1-603) defines value added assessment as: A 
statistical system for educational outcome assessment that uses measures of student 
learning to enable the estimation of teacher, school and school district statistical 
distributions; and, the statistical system will use available and appropriate data as input 
to account for differences in prior student attainment, such that the impact that the 
teacher, school and school district have on the educational progress of students may be 
estimated on a student attainment constant basis. The impact that a teacher, school or 
school district has on the progress, or lack of progress, in educational advancement or 
learning of a student is referred to hereafter as the “effect” of the teacher, school or 
school district on the educational progress of students. The statistical system shall have 
the capability of providing mixed model methodologies that provide for best linear 
unbiased prediction for the teacher, school, and school district effects on the educational 
progress of students. It must have the capability of adequately providing these estimates 
for the traditional classroom of one teacher teaching multiple subjects to the same group 
of students, as well as team taught groups of students or another teaching situation, as 
appropriate. The metrics chosen to measure student learning must be linear scales 
covering the total range of topics covered in the approved curriculum to minimize 
ceiling and floor effects. These metrics should have strong relationship to the core 
curriculum for the applicable grade level and subject. (Tennessee Code Annotated, Acts 
1992, Ch. 535, § 4.) 
 
      Three facts about Tennessee Value Added Assessment system that further explain its use in 
teacher evaluations in the state are: (a) TVAAS measures student growth, not whether the 
student is proficient on the state assessment because TVAAS allows educators to consider their 
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students’ achievement scores as well as their growth on the end of the year assessment, (b) 
low-achieving students can grow and their teachers can earn strong TVAAS scores.  This 
happens when students grow more than expected, and (c) high-achieving students can grow and 
their teacher can earn strong TVAAS scores, thus the highest performing students still have 
room to grow academically and their teachers can still earn high TVAAS scores (TDOE, 2015). 
Teacher Effectiveness 
Race to the Top defined effectiveness as “students achieve acceptable rates “(e.g., at 
least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth. States, local education agencies 
(LEAs), or schools must include multiple measures if teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in 
significant part, by student growth. Observation-based assessment of a teacher's performance is 
included in supplemental measures from the U. S. Department of Education (USDOE, 2009). 
Good (1979) defined teacher effectiveness as the ability of the teacher to raise student 
performance on standardized tests using multiple process-product studies. Process product 
study focused on classroom process and practice that included instruction, management, and 
the observed characteristics of the teacher and concluded that effective teachers increase the 
academic achievement of all of their students.   
 Are teachers the most important factor in student achievement? This question occurs 
regularly in conversations. There is a growing interest in tying student learning to educational 
accountability and the use of high stakes testing. Thus, value-added analysis currently looks at 
student test score gains and the methods used to assess teacher effectiveness. Hanushek, (2010) 
suggested that teachers near the top of the performance curve could get an additional year’s 
growth from their students compared to the lowest performing teachers. Almost all schools 
have effective and ineffective teachers. Sanders (1998) found that students with three years of 
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effective teachers outscored students with three years of ineffective teachers by 50 percentage 
points.   
 Therefore, who are the best teachers and where do they teach? Parents trust schools to 
provide a quality education to their children even though schools cannot tell whether there is a 
quality teacher in the classroom. According to the New Teacher Project (TNTP, 2010), a 
teacher’s effectiveness is not measured, recorded or used to inform decision-making in a 
meaningful way to improve student achievement. The New Teacher Project describes the 
failure of evaluation systems to provide accurate information about a teachers’ instructional 
performance and assumptions that classroom effectiveness is the same from classroom to 
classroom is known as the Widget Effect (TNTP, 2010). 
Teacher Evaluations 
With funding from Race to the Top, states and districts developed and implemented 
comprehensive and robust teacher evaluation systems to support effective teaching and 
improve student learning (NEA, 2011). The role of principals in the evaluation process 
included committing to investing adequate time to training for evaluation and resources to 
support effective teaching and improve student learning. Teacher evaluations provide an 
opportunity for principals to identify strategies, procedures, and intervention for developing 
teachers’ competencies. As we look at effective teaching and teacher evaluations, research 
indicates that value-added measures of student achievement should not be used alone to 
compare and make decisions for student populations and schools (Darling-Hammond, 2013) 
but should be used only as part of an integrated analysis of teacher’s practice. Thus, the quest 
to create an evaluation system that increases student achievement and teacher effectiveness is 
one purpose of improving the evaluation system.   
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The evaluation models used in the state of Tennessee are models that should further the 
art of teaching and be meaningful to improving student learning. With the old evaluation model 
in the state of Tennessee, tenured teachers were evaluated a minimum of once every five years 
while non-tenured teachers were evaluated the first three years of teaching until they obtained 
tenure. The new model of evaluations in Tennessee and state policy required annual 
evaluations of teachers. Value added scores (TVAAS) is still used in the state even though 
there is no alignment with the observation scores of teachers and their value added scores.   
According to the Stanford Center for Opportunity Policy in Education (2012) new 
approaches to teacher evaluation and teacher effectiveness include using standards-based 
evaluation process, teacher collaboration, Peer Assistance and Review (PAR) programs, and 
the Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) as ways to use evaluation as a more useful part of 
the teaching and learning system by providing accurate information, helpful feedback, and 
well-grounded personnel decisions. As the refinement process continues, equipping observers 
with the skills to provide accurate and meaningful feedback is essential to improving teaching 
and learning in school (MET, 2015). 
Four Teacher Effectiveness Models 
Prior to 2011, meaningful feedback was an important missing piece of the assessment 
process under the old evaluation system.  Teachers under the former system were evaluated 
every year if they had less than three years of experience in the district and only twice in a 10-
year period if they had over three years of experience.  Evaluations under the old evaluation 
system consisted of classroom observations, self-reflection by the teacher, and a review of the 
teachers' professional growth.  Teachers under the old evaluation system had rating of 
unsatisfactory, proficient or advanced depending on if they were in the developing, proficient 
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or advanced according to the rubric used for evaluation.  While evaluations were not required 
to inform personnel decisions, feedback was provided to a teacher after each observation cycle.  
The observation cycle, however, ranged from three times a year to four times over a ten-year 
period.   
The new statewide teacher evaluation system was part of Tennessee’s First to the Top 
Act adopted by the General Assembly that allowed districts to implement a comprehensive, 
student outcomes-based, teacher evaluation system.  The state’s model consists of frequent 
observations and constructive feedback through comments and conferences.  The Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model uses a model from the Teacher Advancement Program (TAP).  
The evaluation covers four domains: planning, instruction, professionalism and environment.   
With the First to the Top Act asking districts to conduct teacher evaluation yearly, in 
addition to the state's model to evaluate teachers (Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model), 
alternative models were approved by the State.  Flexibility allowed districts to develop their 
variations or plan that were consistent with the state's model.  The new state's model called the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) based on multiple measures includes student 
data, classroom observations, and student growth data.  All teachers receive a formal annual 
evaluation, which requires six observations each year for teachers without a professional 
license, four observations for teacher with a professional license with the option of combining a 
portion of the comments for a minimum of two.   Half of the observations must be 
unannounced with the evaluations differentiating teachers into one of the five effectiveness 
groups that range from significantly above expectations to significantly below expectations.  
Feedback throughout the year from the observations would be timely and evaluations would 
inform human capital decisions, tenure, compensation, and promotion.  Teacher Effectiveness 
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Measure (TEM), Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) and 
Project Coach are alternative models approved by the state.  With a focus on shifting practices 
in evaluation from procedural to reflective practice and improvement, the teacher evaluation 
models found in the state of Tennessee TEAM used by 82% of the districts in the state, TIGER 
used by 2% of the districts in the state, TEM used by 11 % of the districts in the state and 
Project Coach used by 5% of the districts in the state. 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
The state’s model includes frequent observations for teachers and facilities constructive 
conversations between teachers and school leaders about improving practices and student 
results.  As the state’s model for teacher evaluation, TEAM mandates how much each 
component counts in a teacher’s final score and requires that annual evaluations be a factor in 
personnel decisions that includes promotion, retention, tenure, and compensation.  TEAM has 
two academic criteria: student growth and student achievement.  For eighteen years, Tennessee 
has used the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), which calculates value 
added scores for individual teachers using Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program 
(TCAP) and End of Course (EOC) data for student growth.  Lists of state approved board 
options are available such as graduation rates, completion/success of advanced coursework, 
ninth- grade retention/promotion, postsecondary matriculation, and other national state-used 
assessments.  There are five rating categories for the model:  significantly above expectations, 
above expectations, meets expectations, below expectations, and significantly below 





Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) 
Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) is an approved 
alternative evaluation model used by independent and municipal schools in Tennessee.  The 
model was developed by the Association of Independent of Municipal Schools (AIMS) and 
approved by the Tennessee State Board of Education (SCORE, 2012). The TIGER model 
addresses four domains:  planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction and 
professional responsibilities.  The guiding principles of TIGER include the following: (1) 
quality teacher performance based on a condensed version of Charlotte Danielson's framework; 
(2) a continuum of teacher growth for effectiveness; (3) a tiered approach to support teacher in 
the formative and summative process; (4) professional learning community of teachers utilized 
and encouraged; and (5) aligns both qualitative and quantitative components.  Districts that are 
using the TIGER model in Tennessee are:  Alcoa City Schools, Alamo City Schools, Athens 
City Schools, Clinton City Schools, Dyersburg City Schools, Franklin Special School District, 
Greenville City Schools, Kingsport City Schools, Lebanon Special School District, Lexington 
City Schools, Maryville City Schools, Milan Special School District, Newport City Schools, 
Oak Ridge City Schools, Oneida Special School District, Paris Special School District, Richard 
City Schools, Rogersville City Schools, Sweetwater City Schools, Trenton Special School 
District, and Union City Schools (TIGER, 2010).   
The yearlong pilot for the TIGER model included 47 schools from 21 school district 
that consisted of a mixture of special school districts, city and county schools. One hundred 
eighty-five evaluators were trained and completed a survey and webinars that allowed for 
refining the model and process, as well as the technology for the evaluation design. 
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Anecdotal results from the pilot revealed that conversations in schools were changing 
wherein the feedback from administrators was useful, as teachers worked on improving 
instruction they had opportunities to collaborate with other teachers, teachers were encouraged 
to self- assess, reflect and use instructional strategies to improve teaching through targeted 
professional development and coaching.  After the yearlong pilot, the TIGER model was 
approved as an alternative teacher evaluation model (TSBA, 2011). 
Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM) 
A district-wide initiative designed to improve student growth and achievement.  The 
model is a multiple measures system that includes five different components, weighted by 
percentages that make up an overall rating of teacher effectiveness (TEM, 2012).  The 
components are 40% observation of instructional practice of the teachers, 35% growth in 
student learning from test scores, 15% growth in student learning from other measures, 5% 
from stakeholder percent surveyed, and 5% from teacher knowledge.  The breakdown of the 
components remains consistent throughout all teaching subjects and grades, with the student 
growth measure replaced with a school-wide rating, or a particular test for certain sub-
populations of teachers who test outside of tested subjects. 
 For the observation of practice, the district will use teaching and learning framework 
rubric that has four domains (plan, teacher, cultivate learning environment and reflect and 
adjust).  Other factors used by the district include the TRIPOD survey to gather insights about 
their classroom experience. 
Summary 
The main purpose of this chapter was to review existing literature that supports teacher 
evaluation and effectiveness and the processes and procedures of implementing models that are 
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being used to enhance teacher effectiveness. From the review, it seems reasonable to believe 
that the open Social Systems theoretical framework coincides with processes and practices in 
the literature.  Additionally, the literature showed that the policies being implemented in 
Tennessee relative to teacher performance and evaluation are consistent with the national trend 
in education. School districts across the United States continue to seek better and more rigorous 
ways to measure teacher performance. New teacher effectiveness models along with value 
added measures and stakeholder perception surveys are ways described in the literature that are 
being used to assess the impact that teachers have on student achievement. There is tremendous 
benefit in identifying models that effectively assess the performance of teachers. Almost all 
schools have effective and ineffective teachers. The challenge for school leaders is to increase 
the number of highly effective teachers as teachers near the top of the performance curve are 
likely to get an additional year’s growth from their students compared to the lowest performing 
teachers (Hanushek, 2010). This assertion is supported by Sanders (1998), who found that 
students with three years of effective teachers outscored students with three years of ineffective 























The purpose of the qualitative study was conducted to explore the experiences of 
teachers relative to the components of four teacher effectiveness models implemented during 
the 2014-2015 school year in Tennessee public schools. Teacher effectiveness models have 
emerged as crucial tools for principals and other administrators to use in improving the 
performance of faculty members and ultimately student achievement.  To address this new 
initiative, the Tennessee State Department of Education fostered the implementation of five 
models designed to measure teacher effectiveness. Each of these models has different 
components, making use of different strategies and approaches.  Specifically, the researcher 
explored: (a) the experiences of teachers relative to the components of the teacher effectiveness 
model implemented in their school district that they perceived to be most helpful in improving 
their teaching practices; (b) the experiences of teachers relative to the components of the 
teacher effectiveness model implemented in their school district that they perceive to be least 
helpful in improving their teaching practices; and (c) to determine the perception of teachers 
regarding the major differences in the process and strategies used to implement components of 
their select model.  The goal of the research was to gain a thorough understanding of teacher 
evaluation models used in districts across the state as perceived by teachers using the model.   
This chapter describes the methodology used to conduct the study. In this chapter, the 
researcher describes the population, the models implemented in each district, and the processes 
and procedures used to collect and analyze data. Specifically, the researcher reports processes 
and procedures using field notes, observations, focus group interviews, and the review of 
documents. To maintain confidentiality, the school districts were assigned pseudonyms. 
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A Qualitative Research Methodology 
 
Qualitative methodologies were used to conduct the case studies. Qualitative research is 
used to gain in-depth knowledge in a study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).  Qualitative research is 
an umbrella concept that covers several forms of inquiry to help one understand and explain the 
meaning of social phenomena with as little disruption of the natural setting as possible 
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2013).  In contrast to quantitative research, qualitative research reveals 
how all the parts work together to form a whole and assumes that the meaning is embedded in 
people’s experiences and is mediated through the investigator’s own perceptions. The 
researcher is the primary instrument for data collection and analysis.  Qualitative research also 
employs an inductive research strategy that builds abstractions, concepts, hypotheses, or 
theories rather than testing existing theory. Also, it focuses on process, meaning, and 
understanding to convey what the researcher has learned about a phenomenon.   
This study’s intended purpose was for the researcher to gain an understanding of the 
processes and procedures used by teachers in a specific district who implemented components 
of one of four models.  Qualitative research methods allowed the researcher to share the 
experiences of teachers through focus groups and gain an in-depth understanding of the teacher 
effectiveness model used in each of four districts in Tennessee.  
Case Studies 
The case study has been defined by Creswell, (2007) as “an exploration of a limited 
system or case (or multiple cases) over time through detailed, in-depth data  
collection involving multiple sources of information rich in context” (p.12).  A 
qualitative case study is an intensive, comprehensive, holistic description and analysis of a 
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bounded phenomenon such as a program, an institution, a person, a process, or a social unit 
(Merriam, 1998). 
The case study method includes the collection of more comprehensive data and a 
greater understanding of the phenomenon.  According to Yin, (2003), case study is more 
appropriate for contemporary events. It defines the type of investigation questions by asking 
how or why questions.  In case study research the less control the investigator has over the 
actual events, the more appropriate the case study design becomes.  Case study support comes 
from the following sources:  documents, archival records, interviews, direct observation, 
participant observation and physical artifacts.   Using these sources in a case study provides 
validity and reliability to the work.     
Triangulation is an important aspect of case study research.  Triangulation of multiple 
data sources gives the researcher the ability to corroborate the same set of facts or phenomenon 
(Yin, 2003).  Case study uses the interview process to gain deeper understand and provides 
observations about the reality being studied (Yin, 2003). 
Research Design 
 
The design of this study was a qualitative methodology utilizing a case study 
framework. The study involved four cases. This method was utilized to provide the researcher 
with an in-depth look at four teacher effectiveness models from the perspective of teachers in 
selected districts who implemented the model. Each case was examined independently, and 
then a cross-case analysis was conducted between cases. Case 1 examined the Teacher 
Educator Accelerator Model (TEAM) that is used by the majority of the districts in the state of 
Tennessee.  Case 2 examined the Teacher Effectiveness Measure Model (TEM) used by Shelby 
County Schools (formerly Memphis City Schools).  Case 3 examined the Teacher Instructional 
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Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) Model used by 12 districts in the state of 
Tennessee. Case 4 examined Project Coach used by schools in Hamilton County Tennessee.   
By using case study methodology, the researcher was able to acquire a first-hand 
narrative of the process, procedures, and strategies used by teachers in each of four school 
districts.  Each teacher of the four groups was asked the same questions by the researcher and 
the interviews lasted approximately 60 min.  The interview process used by the researcher 
added a richness and balanced perspective to the study allowing insight into the teacher 
evaluation process used in a specific district. 
Participant Selection 
 
Eight teachers from a select school in each of the districts implementing a particular 
model were selected to participate in the study. Thus, the study consisted of a total of 32 
participants. After acquiring approval for the Internal Review Board (IRB) of the University of 
Memphis, the researcher contacted the principal of a school in a district implementing a 
particular model. The school selected was from a convenience sample of schools. After 
agreeing to participate in the study, the principal provided the researcher with a list of teachers 
who could be invited to participate in the study. The list provided by each principal contained 
15-20 names. The names were organized by grade level and subject area PreK-12 grades. From 
the list, the researcher randomly selected 8 names and invited those individuals to participate in 
the study. Once the teachers signed a consent form agreeing to participate in the study, they 
became participants in the study. 
Description of Subjects 
All participants were public school teachers in Tennessee who had been evaluated using 
the teacher effectiveness model operating in their district.  There were 12 elementary teachers 
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of which 4 were males, and 8 were females. At the middle school level 10 teachers participated 
of which 2 were males and 8 were females. At the high school level 10 teachers participated of 
which 2 were males and 8 were females. 
Subjectivity 
 
According to Ratner (2002), subjectivity guides everything, including the actions of the 
researcher from the choices of a topic of study, to the formulation of hypotheses or 
assumptions, to the selection of methodologies, and interpretation of data.  In qualitative 
research, subjectivity refers to the ways that the investigation is shaped by the particular 
perspectives and interests of the researcher.  When subjectivity is seen to be acting in such a 
way that it invalidates the finding of the research, it is often termed “bias” (Ratner, 2002).  
However, subjectivity can also benefit the analysis, such as when a researcher is an insider in 
the culture under investigation or when the researcher’s deep involvement with the topic of 
research offers him insights others might not have.  
Ethical Considerations 
 
During the study, the researcher attempted to ensure that the participants felt 
comfortable with the research process letting them know that their identity would not be shared 
outside of the focus group and that they could decline to answer any question asked.   The 
participants seemed to be at ease with the process and were eager to share their experiences 
using the teacher effectiveness model in their district.   
Every effort was made to keep private all research records that identified the participant 
in the study.   The respondents’ identity does not appear in any of the printed materials.  All 
written documents and electronic information related to this research remain secure and only 
accessible to the researcher.   The hard copies of the interview notes and all transcripts are 
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locked in the researcher’s office in a secure file cabinet.  All electronic records are password 
protected to ensure confidentiality.   
Validity and Reliability 
 
The purpose of the study was to explore the experiences of teachers relative to the 
process and strategies used to implement the various components of the model implemented in 
their school district and to determine their perception regarding the major differences in the 
process and strategies used to implement components of each of the four models.  The 
standards of qualitative research used in this study were applied to ensure validity and 
reliability of the data and understandings of the study.  The reflective and reflexive character of 
qualitative research contributed to the validity of the research because the processes used and 
the theoretical framework of Open Social Systems deepened the researcher’s understanding of 
the processes used.   
In seeking to establish the trustworthiness of this qualitative study, Lincoln and Guba, 
(1985) used the terms credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability, arguing that 
the trustworthiness of qualitative research should be assessed differently from quantitative 
research.  Qualitative researchers must continue to seek to control for potential biases that 
might be present throughout the design, implementation, and analysis of the study.   
Data reliability was enhanced by the consistency of the interview process, field notes, 
observations, and documents.  The focus group interviews captured each response given by 
teachers to questions asked. The researcher took notes during the interview to accompany 
participant responses.  The research used the script as a guide and asked the same interview 
questions to ensure consistency of data. Other data sources consisted of field notes taken by the 
researcher, observations, and the review of documents. The sources consisted of documents 
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and the researcher’s personal field notes. Using multiple sources of written data as well as 
interview data gives credibility to the study (Sagor, 2000).  To improve the reliability and 
validity of this study, the researcher uses the data sources identified in the study and conducted 
a consistent interview process.   
Internal validity threats use experimental procedures, treatments, or experiences of the 
participants that threaten the researcher’s ability to draw correct inferences from the data about 
the population in the experiment (Creswell, 2009). Merriam raises the question: “Are 
investigators observing or measuring what they think are measuring”?  The researcher used 
strategies to enhance internal validity, triangulation, and member checking.   
Triangulation encompasses using multiple investigators, multiple sources of data, or 
multiple methods to confirm the emerging findings” (Merriam, 1998, p. 204). In this study 
triangulation occurred as the researcher used interview responses, field notes, observations, and 
documents to clarify and confirm findings from the research. Member checking is defined as, 
“taking data and tentative interpretations back to the people from whom they were derived and 
asking those individuals if the results are plausible” (Merriam, 1998, p. 83).  In this study, after 
interview responses were transcribed, the transcript was reviewed with participants to ensure 
accuracy. 
Data Collection Methods 
 
Four approaches were used to collect data for the study:  focus group interviews, field 
notes, observations, and documents. Focus group meetings were held in each of the four 
districts under study.  The focus group interviews allowed the researcher to gather information 
on the views, attitudes, beliefs, responses, motivations, and perceptions of teachers on each of 
the evaluation models. Field notes consisted of large amounts of information captured by the 
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researcher regarding the interactions among focus group participants, their nonverbal 
expressions, and environmental factors.  The researcher recorded observations. The recording 
of observational data allowed the researcher to have a firsthand encounter with the 
phenomenon of interest rather than a secondhand account of the world obtained in an 
interview. Finally, documents were examined to acquire information regarding the policy and 
the teacher effectiveness models used in the state and its intended effect on teachers. 
Focus group interviews.  During focus group sessions, information was collected 
directly from teachers. Focus group interviews allowed the researcher to collect information 
about teachers’ perceptions of the components of the model implemented in their district. 
Teachers’ perceptions were recorded during the focus group interviews and later transcribed. 
Each focus group session started with introductions and a discussion starter question that was 
easily answered by all participants.  The interview focused on questions that addressed the 
teachers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of components of the teacher effectiveness model 
used in their district. The researcher utilized the five-second pause to encourage comments on 
the following interview questions: 
1. What components of the teacher effectiveness model have been most helpful to you? 
2. What components of the teacher effectiveness model have been least helpful to you? 
3. To what extent did the model impact your planning, instruction, and assessment? 
4. How has each component been most helpful to you and your teaching effectiveness? 
5. How has each component been least helpful to you and your teaching effectiveness? 
 In order to request additional information concerning responses, the researcher used the 
questions: “Would you explain further?’ or “Are there other points of views?  The sessions 
ended with the researcher asking for any other reflections from group members.  The focus 
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group sessions provided the researcher with a number of different perspectives on the teacher 
effectiveness models in the words of teachers as well as an understanding of the lived 
experiences of teachers and the meaning they make of those experiences.  
Field notes. The researcher took notes of the observations of participants during focus 
group interviews. The time, place, and purpose of meetings were also recorded. Additionally, 
the number of participants attending each session was recorded as well as their race, gender, 
and grade level. The conversation was noted as well as the researcher’s feelings about the 
process as it unfolded in each instance. Notes were also taken regarding how the research was 
affecting the scene, what the researcher said and did, and what thoughts the researcher had 
about the process as it unfolded. These notes allowed the researcher to find desired information 
easily and to clarify important points.   
Observations. The researcher noted several observations during the research process. 
Of particular interest was the manner in which participants entered the interview facility. In 
every setting, prior to the formal session, participants arrived and engaged in small group 
conservation. Even though they were from different schools the relationships appeared to be 
positive.  Participants always arrived at the stated time, were respectful of the opinions of 
others, and were very polite to each other. Each participant answered each question. However, 
some groups were lively and others were not.  
Documents. To acquire detailed information regarding each model the researcher 
reviewed the state policy that governed implementation of the teacher effectiveness program in 
the state and its intended effect on teachers. Additionally, policies and procedures used by 
districts that selected a model with different components from the state model were reviewed. 
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Finally, the state - required teacher effectiveness models, as well the components of each of the 
four models under study, were reviewed. 
Data Analysis 
A qualitative process was used to analyze data collected. Qualitative data analysis 
focuses on text that the researcher examines.  For this study the researcher examined responses 
to focus group interview questions, field notes, observation notes, and relevant documents that 
stipulated requirements regarding each of the models under study as well as and the 
components of each of the models under study.  
Data analyzed from focus group interviews. Data from each focus group were 
collected, transcribed, organized, and coded, keeping the research questions as the focus of the 
process.  Responses to focus group questions were recorded and transcribed. The transcribed 
responses were posted in a spreadsheet by components of each model. Using information from 
the spreadsheet the researcher categorized comments that referenced the most and least helpful 
components of each model. Then, the researcher reviewed participant comments to assess 
similarities and differences of components across models. Finally, the researcher reviewed 
participant responses to determine their perceptions of the extent to which the model impacted 
their planning, instruction, and assessment. 
Data analyzed from field notes.  Having analyzed the focus group interviews, the 
researcher reviewed and analyzed field notes. Field notes were recorded on note paper and filed 
by model and focus group. The notes were analyzed to bring clarity to the focus group 
responses as well as fill gaps in interview data. 
Data analyzed from observations.  Using a similar process as was used in analyzing 
field notes, the researcher reviewed and analyzed observation notes.  
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Data analyzed from document - State policy. The state policy and relevant policies of 
districts under study were reviewed in detail. From a review of these policies the researcher 
recorded the criteria and requirements for implementation of the model to determine if the 
models were being implemented as mandated by policy.  From the state model, the researcher 
identified components and listed those components in a chart for comparison. A similar process 
was used to determine the process use to select a model by select school districts and to 
determine the components of each of the models. The process also enabled the researcher to 
identify any specifics about a model implemented in a specific district. 
Summary 
 
In this chapter, the processes used to collect and analyze data on the perception of 
teachers relative to their experiences in implementing select teacher effectiveness models were 
presented. This was a qualitative study. The data sources included focus group interviews, field 
notes, observations, and the review of documents. The researcher explained the process used to 

















The purpose of this case study was to explore the experiences of teachers relative to 
their perceptions of the teacher effectiveness model used in their district.  The participants were 
purposefully selected based on their use of one of the models under study. During focus group 
interviews, participants described their perceptions and experiences with the teacher 
effectiveness model used in their district.   
In this chapter the research findings are reported.  The findings are based on an analysis 
of the following data sources:  focus group interviews, researcher’s field notes, observations, 
and state teacher and principal evaluation policy. 
Research Questions 
This qualitative case study method was used was to answer three research questions.  
The three questions that guided the research were:   
1. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a 
specific district do teachers perceive to be most helpful in improving their 
teaching practices? 
2. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a 
specific district do teachers perceive to be least helpful in improving their 
teaching practices? 




Three data collection methods, observations, focus group interviews and review of documents 
were employed to answer the research questions. 
Description of Research Participants 
The participants of this study consisted of 32 teachers from four school districts in 
Tennessee.  Four focus groups were held with 8 participants in each group. Each group session 
lasted 1 hr.  Each group interview was transcribed and returned to the teachers for member 
checking.  There were 8 males and 24 females, of which 12 were from elementary schools, 10 
were from middle schools, and 10 were from high schools. Of the 32 participants, 15 were 
white and 17 were black.   
Focus group interviewees contributed information about the teacher effectiveness 
model used in each of the districts under study.  All participants’ voices and views were 
represented.  Each response was coded a different color on the transcript and organized by 
research question. When coding responses during the focus group interviews, participants were 
identified as numbers one through eight.  
Summary of the Methodology 
 Data collected, focus group interviews, and review of documents explored how process, 
language and outcome of teachers viewed the teacher effectiveness model used in their district.  
Before conducting this qualitative research, an IRB approval was sought and granted by the 
University’s Institutional Review Board.   An IRB Approval Letter appears in Appendix B and 
a Consent Form for Participants appears in Appendix C.  Participants in each case study signed 
the consent form agreeing to participate.  Then data were collected from participants during the 





Thirty-two participants participated in a 60–min. focus group interview session.  
Participant responses to questions were recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed to address 
each of the research questions. Data from the focus group interviews were placed in a matrix 
for triangulation purposes. Review of the state of Tennessee policy on teacher evaluation aided 
the researcher in developing an understanding of each teacher effectiveness model and 
solidified comments made by participants.  Field notes were also collected and analyzed by 
case. The following section contains the results of the analysis of field notes, documents, and 
focus group interview notes. 
Findings 
 
Field notes.  During the study the researcher collected notes and recorded them in a 
personal journal. The notes were analyzed by districts and categorized by case. An analysis of 
the notes revealed the following.  
Case 1:  Shelby County Municipal District.  In the Shelby County Municipal District 
all participants arrived on time and engaged in conversation with each other. Participants 
answered questions during the focus group meeting. Sometimes there was agreement on 
statements that were made and at other times there was discussion as participants attempted to 
reach consensus concerning incidents occurring during the evaluation process. 
Case 2: Shelby County Schools.  Participants for Shelby County Schools arrived on 
time and appeared to be pleased that they had been invited to participate in the study.  
Participants talked freely about the district’s model and how it was used in their evaluation and 
in their school. Their responses to questions were short. However, each participant answered 
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each of the questions. There were no disagreements among participants as all participants 
agreed with the responses from others. 
Case 3: Small District in West Tennessee.  Participants from the small district in West 
Tennessee arrived early for the sessions. While waiting for the focus group session to start they 
made a lot of jokes. In this district questions were asked about participants’ remaining 
anonymous. Participants were slow to respond to the questions. One female participant was 
always the first individual to respond to each question.  After she responded, others slowly 
responded and had to be prompted by the facilitator. 
Case 4: East Tennessee School District.  Participants arrived on time but seemed to be 
strangers. Nevertheless, they engaged in small conversations while waiting for the session to 
start. The body language and voice tone of the participants indicated that there were different 
emotions about the model that was used in the district. There was no interaction between 
participants when questions were answered.  Participants were polite and respected the 
opinions given during the focus group meeting. After the first question was asked and 
answered by participants, the participants were more at ease with discussing the model used in 
their district. Field notes collected as the researcher observed the action of the participants and 

















Observation Field Notes 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Participants   Field Notes 
Municipal District in 
Shelby County 
  Participants arrived on time. 
Participants knew each other, although they 
did not teach in the same school. 
   Small conversation regarding school and 
children softened the atmosphere before the 
focus group session started. 
All participants gave answers to the 
questions, although there were several “I 
agree” to a response given. 
   When there was a disagreement, participants 
answered the questions asked versus other 
details regarding incidents during the 
evaluation process. 




Participants arrived on time. 
Responses from participants were short, but 
each participant answered the question. 
   All participants answered the questions and 
agreed with the responses from others. 
   Participants talked freely about the district’s 
model and how it was used in their 
evaluations and in their school. 





Participants arrived on time for the session. 
Facilitator answered questions about 
remaining anonymous.  
  One participant (female) was the first one to 
respond to each question.  Others were slow 
to respond until prompted by the facilitator. 
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Participants made a lot of jokes while 
waiting to start the focus group interview. 
Participants   Field Notes 





Participants arrived on time. 
Participants seemed to be strangers; 
however, small conversations started before 
the session. 
   Body language and voices indicated that 
there were different emotions about the 
model that was used in the district. 
There was no interaction between 
participants when questions were answered.  
Participants were polite and respected the 




Review of Documents.  Review of the state policy on Teacher and Principal Evaluation 
5.201 revealed that teachers in the state must have an annual evaluation. The purpose of this 
evaluation is to identify and support instruction that will lead to high levels of student 
achievement. The results of the evaluation are to be used to inform human capital decisions, 
professional development, tenure, dismissal, and compensation. The evaluation assessment 
rubric is comprised of 50% student achievement data, including 35% based on student growth 
data. Fifteen percent is based on other measures of student achievement.  The remaining 50% 
based on the rating using a qualitative appraisal instrument that is in one of the state approved 





Focus Group Interviews.  The researcher conducted four focus group interviews with 
32 teachers. The participants were divided into groups of eight representing one of the four 
models under study.  Interview responses indicated model components that were most and least 
effective to teaching effectiveness. The model’s components are found in Appendix A. 
Case 1 TEAM.  The responses given during the focus group meeting with participants 
of Case 1 Teacher Accelerator Model (TEAM) showed that the most helpful component was 
Instruction, while the least helpful component was Environment.  Delivery of Instruction was 
to a great extent very helpful with their teaching.   Participants chose the Planning component 
as most helpful to their teaching effectiveness, while the least helpful component to their 
teaching effectiveness was the Environment. 
Case 2: TEM.  The responses given during the focus group meeting with the 
participants of Case 2 Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM) showed that the most helpful 
component was Planning, while the least helpful component was Cultivating Learning 
Environment.  Teachers reported that Planning was to a great extent very helpful with their 
teaching while the least helpful component was the Environment. 
Case 3: TIGER.  The responses given during the focus group meeting with the 
participants of Case 3 Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) 
revealed that the most helpful component was Instruction, while the least helpful component 
was Environment.  Teachers also reported that Planning was to a great extent very helpful with 
their teaching while the least helpful component for this focus group was the Environment. 
Case 4: Project COACH.   The responses given during the focus group meeting with 
the participants of Case 4 Project COACH revealed that the most helpful component was 
Planning while the least helpful component was Family and Community Outreach.  Planning 
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was to a great extent very helpful with their teaching while the least helpful component for this 
group was the Environment. 
The specific responses of participants to focus group questions are presented in Table 2 
in the following manner:  Case 1:  TEAM; Case 2:  TEM; Case 3: TIGER and Case 4:  Project 

























  Responses to Focus Group Interview Questions: Case 1: Teacher Educator Accelerator      
  Model ( Team) 
 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
1.   What component of the 
research model has been 
most helpful to you? 
1 For me, the instruction was most helpful 
than the previous model. 
 2 I agree, instruction 
 
3 The instruction rubric, especially the 
instructional content, has been most 
helpful. 
 
4 Instruction rubric 
 
5 Instruction rubric 
 
6 Instruction 
2.  What component of the 
research model has been 
least helpful to you? 
1 Environment 








4 Environment should not be evaluated each  




6 Environment changes in relation to the 
subject, lessons and students that are 
present that day.  So you might see students 
moving around and out of their seats during 
a lesson, but it does not mean my class is 
out of control. 
        ______________________________________________________________________
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         Table 2 (Continued) 





3.  To what extent, did your 
model’s impact (planning, 
delivery of instruction, 
assessment) most helpful 
with your teaching? 
1 Delivery of instruction is great! Totally 
different now that I know and understand 
the descriptors. 
 2 The model is helpful to me to a great extent 
because I tend to have a hard time 
completing everything in one lesson.  It 
makes me think about keeping within a 
time limit and plan better lessons. 
 
3 Delivery of instruction 
 
4 Delivery of instruction is most beneficial to 
me. 
 5 Different strategies and all components of 
the model helped to improve students’ 
scores and my teaching to a great extent. 
 




Very helpful to me in planning, instruction, 
and assessing my students. 
 
8 Very helpful; I think that I work harder to 
make sure that I am teaching at a higher 
level, and I have a better understanding of 
what is required for each component. 
        ________________________________________________________________________
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       Table 2 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
4.  How has each 
component been most 
helpful to you and your 
teaching practices? 
1 My grade level has more collaborative 
planning and that is a plus. 
 2 No response 
 
3 Instruction and planning has a positive 
impact on my daily classroom instruction 
with students. 
 
4 My strategies have changed because of the 
rubric. 
 
5 No response 
 
6 Use of rubric as I plan and assess helps my 
instruction to improve using the mode. 
5.  How has each 
component been least 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 The only component that I found to be least 
helpful was Environment. 
 2 I agree. 
       3 Yes, the Environment is established at the 
beginning of the year and changes to a 
degree dependent upon the lesson. 
 
      4 Environment 
       5 Stress of trying to satisfy the components of 
the rubric has affected my teaching 
effectiveness. 
 
6 No response 
 
7 The model is helpful to me. 
 
8 Assessment has been least helpful to me. 




Focus Group Interview Questions: Case 2: Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM) 
 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
1.  What component of the 
research model has been 
most helpful to you? 




3 I agree with Plan and Teach components 
 
4 Teach and Plan 
 5 Teach and Plan 
 
6 Teach and Plan 
 
7 Teach and Plan 
 
8 Plan and Teach 
2.  What component of 
the research model has 
been least helpful to you? 
1 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 2 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 3 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 4 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 5 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 6 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 7 Cultivate Learning Environment 
 8 Cultivate Learning Environment 
       ________________________________________________________________________
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        Table 3 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
3.  To what extent, did your 
model’s (planning, delivery 
of instruction, assessment) 
impact most helpful with 
our teaching? 
1 Accountable Talk, the Plan and Teach 
components improved my instruction in the 
classroom to a great extent. 
 
2 No response 
 
3 Plan and Teach component to a great extent 
improved my practice. 
 
4 To a great extent, the plan and teach 
component improved my instruction in the 
classroom. 
 5 Planning and Teach components were a 
game changer for my planning and 
approaches to instruction. 
 
6 To a great extent, the delivery of instruction 
is different now in my classroom 
 
7 No response 
 
8 Delivery of instruction was impacted by the 
use of the new model. 
4.  How has each 
component been most 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 My grade level has more collaborative 
planning and that is a plus. 
 2 No response 
 3 Instruction and planning has a positive 
impact on my daily classroom instruction. 
        _______________________________________________________________________
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       Table 3 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
 
4 My strategies have changed because of the 
rubric. 
 
5 Change in my planning and checking for 
understanding during lessons. 
 
6 My planning has also changed as I prepare 
for classes. 
 
7 Use rubric as I plan daily. 
 
8 Use the rubric as I plan and assess which 
helps my instruction and improves my 
students’ assessments. 
5.  How has each 
component been least 
Helpful to you and 
your teaching 
effectiveness 
1 The only component that I found to be least 
helpful was the Environment. 
 2 Environment 
 3 Yes, Environment is established early in the 
year for my class. 
 4 Environment 
 5 Stress of trying to satisfy the component of 
the rubric has been least helpful to my 
teaching effectiveness. 
        _______________________________________________________________________
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                         Table 3 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
 6 Environment 
 
7 The model was helpful to me. 
 
8 Assessment has been least helpful to me. 
          ______________________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 4 
 
Focus Group Interview Question: Case 3: Teacher Instructional Growth for  
Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) 
 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote  
1.   What component of the 
research model has been 
most helpful to you? 
1 Instruction  
 
2 Instruction  
 
3 Instruction  
 
4 I agree, instruction.  
 
5 Academic Feedback  
 
6 Instruction  
 7 Academic Feedback  
 
8 Instruction  
2.  What component of 
the research model has 
been least helpful to you? 
1 Environment  
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       Table 4 (Continued) 














3.  To what extent, did your 
model’s (planning, delivery 
of instruction, assessment) 
impact most helpful with 
your teaching? 
1 Planning was helpful to a great extent. 
 
2 My planning changed. 
 
3 Planning also changed for me. 
 
4 Yes, I made changes in my planning. 
 
5 Delivery of instruction changed. 
 
6 To a great extent, planning was the most 
helpful to use with the new model. 
 
7 I would agree that planning was helpful to 
understanding and using the new model. 
 
8 To a great extent, planning was helpful. 





        Table 4 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
4.  How has each 
component been most 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 Planning has been most helpful to my 
teaching because I use the rubric as a guide 
when planning. 
 
2 I agree with using the rubric as a guide. 
 
3 I agree with planning, and the rubric has 
been helpful, and the other components are 
used to help students understand the content 
presented. 
 
4 Each component has been most helpful, 
especially the planning. 
 5 Planning and instruction provided me with 
ways to address the different abilities of my 
students. 
 
6 All components have been helpful to my 
teaching effectiveness. 
 
7 I agree with Planning being most helpful. 
 
8 I would agree that all components are 
helpful to having success in the classroom. 
5.  How has each 
component been least 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 Classroom Environment has been least 
helpful. 
 
2 Other components are less helpful because 
of the planning that goes into a lesson for 
me. 
 





        Table 4 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
 
                    4            Classroom Environment 
 
5 Environment is least helpful. 
6 Classroom Environment 
7 Classroom Environment 
8 Classroom Environment 
       ________________________________________________________________________ 
         Table 5 
 
Focus Group Interview Questions: Case 4: Project COACH 
 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
1.  What component of the 
research model has been 
most helpful to you? 
1 Planning 
 







5 Planning and Preparation- plan and connect 




7 Planning and Preparation using the 
textbook as a resource. 
 
8 Planning – having additional resources or 
materials for students. 
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       Table 5 (Continued)     
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
2.  What component of the 
research model has been 
most helpful to you? 
1 Family and Community Outreach 
 2 Family and Community Outreach 
 3 Family and Community Outreach 
 4 Family and Community Outreach 
 5 Family and Community Outreach 
 6 Family and Community Outreach 
 7 Family and Community Outreach 
 8 Family and Community Outreach 
3.  To what extent, did your 
model’s (planning, delivery 
of instruction, assessment) 
impact most helpful with 
your teaching? 
1 The rubric helped to a great extent change 
my delivery of instruction. 
 2 Delivery of instruction changed using the 
rubric as a guide. 
 3 Planning was most helpful for our team of 
teachers. 
 4 No response 
 5 Planning was helpful to a great extent. 
 6 More collaboration and planning so the 
rubric was very helpful. 
     




         Table 5 (Continued) 
Interview Question Participant Response Direct Quote 
 
7 Model and components were all helpful to 
improving my teaching practice. 
 
8 All components of the model were a great 
help to my planning and instruction. 
4.  How has each 
component been most 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 Planning 
 2 Instruction 
 3 All components are essential to 
having an effective lesson. 
 4 I agree that all components are helpful. 
 5 Planning and Instruction are most helpful. 
 6 Instruction is most helpful. 
 7 Planning is most helpful when the 
composition of the class includes 
both gifted and students with 
disabilities. 
 8 Planning and Instruction are most 
helpful to my teaching effectiveness. 
        _______________________________________________________________________
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      Table 5 (Continued) 
       Interview Question        Participant      Response Direct Quote 
5.  How has each 
component been least 
helpful to you and your 
teaching effectiveness? 
1 Environment required changing seating 
often within a class period because of 
behavior or the activity. 
 
2 I agree that Environment has been least 
helpful to me. 
 
3 Environment- some students work well 
together and others work well alone, so this 
component did not help me as much as 
other components. 
 
4 Classroom Environment 
 
5 Environment – I agree with grouping 
students that work well together can be 
difficult. 
 
6 Classroom Environment 
 
7 Environment – changing activities within 
an observation are sometimes difficult. 
             8 
 
      Classroom Environment 





Research Questions.  To answer the research questions, responses from focus group 
were analyzed. The responses were analyzed for the purpose of determining which 
components of the models teachers perceived to be most and least helpful and the major 
differences in the components. 
Research question 1.  Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model 
implemented in a specific district do teachers perceive to be most helpful in improving 
their teaching practices?  Teachers in the four districts in the study reported that the 
Planning and Instruction components were the most helpful in improving their teaching 
practices.  
Research question 2.  Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model 
implemented in a specific district do teachers perceive to be least helpful in improving 
their teaching practices?  Teachers in the four districts in the study reported that the 
Environment and Family/Community Outreach components in the four districts in this 
study were least helpful in improving the teaching practices.   
Research question 3.  What are the major differences in the components of each 
of the four teacher effectiveness models?  While the four teacher effectiveness models in 
this study all have planning and instruction as components, other components identified 
in the models under study are:  Teacher Educator Accelerator Model (Environment); 
Teacher Effectiveness Model (Cultivate Learning Environment); Teacher Instructional 
Growth for Effectiveness and Results (Professionalism); and Project COACH 
(Monitoring, Assessment, and Follow-up, Classroom Management, Family and 




Whereas the responses revealed the planning and instruction components in the 
four districts in this study to be most helpful in improving the teaching practices of the 
participants, the components are defined differently and the processes and procedures for 
implementation are different.  The same is the case with the environment and 
family/community outreach components being perceived by teachers as being the least 
effective component. 
Themes 
An analysis of data from all sources provided information regarding the models in 
general and the experiences of teachers regardless of the model they used. During the 
analysis process, themes emerged and were sorted. Some of the themes were interrelated 
and referenced all of the models. The themes were: 
1. Planning and Instruction - Participants related positively to the components that 
related to instructional planning and the delivery of instruction. 
2. Instruction - Instruction is a major focus for teachers. 
3. Planning - Planning is a major focus for teachers. 
4. Environment of the Classroom - Participants related negatively to the components 
of environment of the classroom.  
5. Environment of the Classroom - Assessing the environment of the classroom 
occurs too frequently. 
6. Community Outreach - Parent and Community Participation 
7. Assessment Rubric -The assessment rubric needs to be improved. 
8. Components - All components are essential to the evaluation process. 




10. Communication - All participants were willing to interact with each other  
11. Models - All models were approved by the state of Tennessee.  
12. Model Components - All models address planning, instruction, and assessment.   
These themes were consistent with the processes and practices that emerged as being 
most and least effective in improving teaching practices. They also support evaluation 
processes and procedures in Chapter 2 that are of most and least concern of teachers. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the findings were reported in order to answer the following 
research questions:  Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model 
implemented in a specific district do teachers perceive to be most helpful in improving 
their teaching practices?  Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model 
implemented in a specific district do teachers perceive to be least helpful in improving 
their teaching practices? What are the major differences in the components of each of the 
four teacher effectiveness models?  The findings of focus group interviews with 32 















Summary and Discussion 
 
When the Race to the Top initiative offered bold incentives to states willing to 
create systemic reform to improve teaching and learning in schools in America, State 
legislators in Tennessee worked to become the First to the Top in leading educational 
reform in the nation.  Race to the Top offered incentives for states that would make 
significant changes in their education system, particularly in raising standards and 
aligning policies and structures with the goal of college and career readiness.  Race to the 
Top required states to pursue higher standards, improve teacher effectiveness, use data 
effectively, and adopt new strategies to help struggling schools.  State officials in 
Tennessee formed a committee of diverse stakeholders that developed policy 
recommendations for a new statewide education evaluation system (Finch, 2012b).  
Tennessee’s application articulated a vision of education in Tennessee for the state to 
become the fastest state improving in the nation by 2015 and would continue to close 
achievement gaps as overall student achievement grew.   
Governor Phil Bredeson signed into law Tennessee’s First to the Top Act of 2010 
on January 15, 2010.   The First to the Top Act application established an Achievement 
School District (ASD) which authorized the Commissioner of Education to place schools 
or LEAs (Local Education Agencies) in the Achievement School District; created a 
fifteen member teacher evaluation advisory committee (TEAC) to create new evaluation 
instrument for teachers and principals; mandated annual evaluation of teachers and 
principals; mandated personnel decisions based in part on evaluations; removed 




obtained; revised present law regarding tenured teacher suspension and dismissal 
hearings; and authorized LEAs to submit alternative salary schedules.   
A crucial part of improving teacher quality and school reform in education was 
developing new teacher evaluation systems. The State of Tennessee utilizes five teacher 
effectiveness models: The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), Teacher 
Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results Model (TIGER), Teacher 
Effectiveness Model (TEM), Project COACH, and Achievement Framework for 
Excellent Teachers (AFET).  The Achievement Framework for Excellent Teachers 
(AFET) is not included in this study. 
The Evaluation Criteria of the model informed by the First to the Top Act 
mandated that 50% of the evaluation criteria developed be comprised of student 
achievement data as follows:  35% of the evaluation criteria – Tennessee Value Added 
System (TVAAS) or some other comparable measure of student growth, if TVAAS data 
is not available with 15% to consist of other measures of student achievement selected 
from list of measures developed by the teacher evaluation advisory committee (TEAC) 
and adopted by the State Board of Education.  If teacher’s or principal’s student growth 
data reflects attainment of a specific achievement level, to be recommended by the 
committee and adopted by the board, then the student growth data may, at the choice of 
the person being evaluated, comprise fifty percent of the person’s evaluation.  
Additionally, other mandatory criteria for the evaluations must include: (a) review of 
prior evaluations; (b) personal conferences to include strengths and weaknesses and 
remediation; and (c) relative to teachers only, classroom or position observation followed 




With this in mind, this researcher was interested in the perception of teachers in 
the state that used the model for teacher effectiveness. Specifically, what components are 
most and least helpful to their teaching?  The researcher was also interested in 
determining what components of the models in the study are similar and different.   
In an effort to understand the perceptions of teachers using the models in this 
study, a qualitative case study was used to examine teacher perceptions of the teacher 
effectiveness model adopted by their school district. More specifically, as previously 
mentioned, this study was conducted to explore the perceptions of teachers using the 
teacher effectiveness evaluation model used in their district.  This qualitative case study 
used a qualitative perspective, attempting to discern the use of the model by participants.  
The case study included 32 teachers using four of the state approved models.  This case 
study relied on focus group interviews.  The information presented, as well as the data 
collected and analyzed, is intended to enhance the knowledge base concerning four of the 
teacher effectiveness model used in the state of Tennessee.    
Teacher evaluation is a tool used to support and assist in the growth of teachers in 
the classroom with the ultimate goal of improving teaching and learning.   Evaluations 
are used to identify teacher effectiveness across various levels and provide feedback that 
is actionable to improve their practices.  In Tennessee classroom observations along with 
other metrics (student growth scores, student achievement, and perception surveys) are 
used as a part of a multiple measures process for evaluating teachers in the state.  Eric 
Hanusek, (2010) stated that after a lot of research has been devoted to identifying the 
attributes of effective teachers, the best way to identify a teacher’s effectiveness is to 




that help them improve their practice, which leads to student success and assures that 
students have access to high-quality teachers (Whitehurst, 2011). 
This study focused on four school districts in the state of Tennessee that are using 
one of the teacher effectiveness models approved by the state and the perceptions of the 
teachers in regard to their views of the teacher effectiveness model.  The review of the 
literature indicated that teacher quality and value-added were included in the overall 
teacher evaluation scores that all teachers receive on their evaluations.   
The research utilized a qualitative methodology regarding teacher perceptions of 
the four teacher effectiveness models. Data was gathered through focus group interviews 
with elementary, middle, and high school teachers from four of the school districts that 
use one of the four models of teacher effectiveness approved by the state.  Three research 
questions were developed to address the problem posed for the study.  Research questions 
focused on the use of the components of the model, more specifically, they were asked 
what components were most helpful and least helpful to improving their teaching 
practice.  These questions probed teachers about their current use of the model in their 
district.   
Summary of Research and Theory 
 
As schools changed how teacher evaluations are conducted for accountability, 
new models of teacher evaluations were developed and approved by the state for school 
districts in Tennessee.  While America’s educational system has been under fire for over 
30 years, legislation from the U. S. Department of Education has mandated a series of 
reforms.  Teacher evaluation systems are dramatically changing as a result of the No 
Child Left Behind Act and the Race to the Top initiative.  Federal and state governments 




teachers.  Previous evaluation methods included one or two classroom observations, 
using checklists, rating forms, and/or anecdotal records (Boyd, 1989).  The evaluations 
often occurred on a random schedule and may or may not have included a yearly 
observation of a teacher.  New teacher evaluation models approved by the State of 
Tennessee, however, consist of more classroom observations, and include areas of 
instruction, assessment, and planning.   
In looking to examine teachers’ perceptions of the changes to the teacher 
evaluation model as a result of accountability demands, the use of focus group sessions 
on teachers’ perception of the model was a valuable tool.  In this study, four focus group 
sessions were held in each of the four districts in the state.  When teachers were provided 
the opportunity to discuss the changes and their use of the model, a better understanding 
of the purpose, process, and procedures used by teachers of the model was evident.  This 
study examined the design and performance of the teacher effectiveness model in four 
school districts and did not address the student assignment, low-performing students, 
low-performing schools, or value-added scores.  
A review of the literature indicated that the evaluation of teachers is part of a 
comprehensive system for teaching and learning.  Linda Darling Hammond (2010) stated 
that an effective teacher: (a) understands the subject matter deeply; (b) connects learning 
students’ prior knowledge and experience; (c) creates effective scaffolds and supports 
student learning; (d) uses instructional strategies that help students understand the 
connections; (e) assesses learning continuously and adapts to the need of their students; 
(f) provides clear standards, constant feedback, and opportunities for students to revise 




This chapter describes the purpose of the study, and discusses the findings, 
conclusions and recommendations for further study.  
Purpose of the Study 
 
The purpose of the study was to explore the experiences of teachers relative to: (a) 
the processes and strategies used to implement the various components of a model; (b) 
the components that were most and least helpful in improving teaching effectiveness; and 
(c) teacher perceptions regarding the major differences in the processes and strategies 
used to implement components of each of the models. 
Summary of the Findings 
The study was guided by three research questions:   
1. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a 
specific district do teachers perceive to be most helpful in improving their 
teaching practices? 
2. Which of the components of a teacher effectiveness model implemented in a 
specific district do teachers perceive to be least helpful in improving their 
teaching practices? 
3. What are the major differences in the components of each of the four models? 
In order to answer the questions, the researcher created four focus groups and met with 
those focus groups, posed questions, recorded responses, transcribed the recording and 







Research Question 1 
The most helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 1, the 
Teacher Educator Accelerator Model (TEAM), was Instruction. Instruction as defined in 
the model required teachers to: teach standards and objectives, motivate students, present 
instructional content, activities and materials, use questioning, give feedback, group 
students, have knowledge of content, have knowledge of students, teach thinking skills, 
and problem-solving.  It is reasonable to consider that instruction would be a focus 
because instruction helps them to increase their value-added, and instruction describes the 
teaching and learning cycle.   Now teachers have direction with what they teach to 
students.  This finding is consistent with what was found in Chapter 1 that states the 
instruction domain has 12 sections that are used to determine instructional performance 
of the teacher.    Based on experience, the researcher was not surprise that the Instruction 
domain was most helpful to teachers using the Teacher Educator Accelerator Model 
(TEAM).   
The most helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 2, the 
Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM), was Planning.  Planning as defined in the model 
required teachers to:  know their students in order to plan effective instruction, set 
thorough goals for the subject or course, and use instructional maps to plan and create 
standards-based instructional plans and assessments. In this model, planning the 
instructional day for students is part of the instruction that helps teachers increase their 
value-added and describes the teaching and learning cycle.  
The most helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 3, the 




Instruction as defined in the model required teachers to: develop lesson structure and 
pacing, create activities and materials; use questioning; provide academic feedback; 
group students; and have knowledge of content and their students.  In this model, 
instruction helps with the value-added scores of teachers and is a part of the teaching and 
learning cycle as with the other models. 
The most helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 4, 
Project COACH, was planning.  The descriptors for the planning domain were:  having 
knowledge of content, mapping instruction, using assessments, anticipating lessons, 
engaging students, providing resources, differentiating instruction, and managing the 
environment. Planning is a part of the teaching and learning cycle.   
Research Question 2 
The least helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 1, 
Teacher Educator Accelerator Model (TEAM), was Environment.  The Environment 
domain descriptors were: setting expectations, managing student behavior, and the 
environment.  This finding is consistent with the component that states that the 
environment domain measures how teachers manage student behavior, manage and set 
expectations of the classroom, the culture of the classroom, and whether the classroom 
environment is instructionally appropriate.  Teachers in this study were concerned about 
having activities that involved movement while they were being observed because of 
being able to control the classroom while an observer is watching.  
The least helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 2, 
Teacher effectiveness Model (TEM), was Environment.  The descriptors for the Cultivate 




classroom community, develop classroom procedures and routines, and manage student 
behavior.  Like the teachers in Case 1, Case 2 teachers were concerned about being 
evaluated in regards to this domain. 
The least helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 3, 
Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) model, was 
Environment.  The teachers in this study were also observed by a teacher’s coach/mentor 
for a 15 min visit, and the researcher could see how the concern for environment with 
observations by the principal and teacher coach/mentor would be a concern or the least 
helpful component.  
The least helpful component reported by teachers in the district using Case 4, 
Project COACH, was Family and Community Outreach.  The descriptors for Family and 
Community Outreach are:  respect, belief, expectations, communication, involving, 
homework, responsiveness, reporting, and outreach technology.  The comments from the 
participants in this focus group were concerned that parents are not responsive and, 
therefore, outreach was hard to accomplish during the school year.   
 While teachers identified the most helpful and least helpful components of the 
teacher effectiveness model used in their district, the teacher evaluation is comprised of 
the following:  Fifty percent includes the observation rubric and Professional rating; 35%  
is Tennessee Value Added Assessment Score (TVAAS) or an alternative measure of 
student growth for teachers of non-tested subjects; and 15% is other measures of student 
achievement (TDOE, 2015).   
 All teachers must be evaluated annually.  Apprentice teachers must be observed at 




be observed at least two times per year or at least 60 min per school year.  At least half of 
the observations must be unannounced.  Following each observation, teachers receive 
feedback during a post-conference, and there are five effectiveness groups:  significantly 
above expectations, above expectations, at expectations, below expectations, significantly 
below expectations.  The evaluation “shall be a factor in employment decisions” which 
includes tenure, promotion, retention, dismissal and for any compensation.  Evaluations 
are also used to plan and guide individual, group, and school professional development 
plans at the beginning and throughout the school year. 
Summary of the Four Case Studies 
 
All models in this case study are similar and defined by the state of Tennessee in 
the Teacher and Principal Evaluation Policy.  The components of the model are not 
significantly different; what is different are the processes and procedures used with the 
model.  While the perceptions of the teachers in the study were a small sample, it is 
important to recognize their concerns and successes with the model used in their district.  
Tennessee First to the Top Act (FTTT) in 2010 changed the way that teachers were 
evaluated in Tennessee.  Teacher evaluations according to the statute require annual 
evaluations.  According to the State Board of Education (SBOE) policy, the observation 
rubric must address the following domains: Planning (instructional plans of teachers, 
student assignments, and assessment plans); Environment (how the classroom is 
organized and how teachers manage student behavior); Professionalism (participation in 
professional development activities); and Instruction (presentation of instructional 




While teacher effectiveness is an important factor in student achievement 
(DiPaola & Hoy, 2008), evaluations should be used to identify teacher quality and 
potential professional development.   Regular classroom observations and evaluations can 
have a positive impact on student learning, identify strengths and weaknesses, and 
enhance teacher performance. 
Teacher evaluation is a part of the teaching and learning system that supports 
continuous improvement for individual teachers and the profession as a whole (Darling-
Hammond, 2013) and as such should develop, support, and assess teaching based on best 
practices found in the field.  Revisions to the process (based on research and best 
practices) of evaluation and teacher input would assist schools and districts in supporting 
student achievement rather than sorting teachers based on their evaluations.  Darling-
Hammond, (2013) suggests that in developing a system that would get teacher 
evaluations right, professional teaching standards would be linked to student learning 
standards, and the curriculum and assessments would create a seamless relationship 
between what teachers do in the classroom and how they are prepared and assessed.  This 
process would also include training for evaluators and providing mentor teachers, and 
providing learning opportunities that support effectiveness.  
Through revisions and working with teachers using the models approved by the 
state of Tennessee, building an evaluation system that ensures high-quality instruction 
that address teacher quality and teaching quality.  Teacher quality includes: strong 
content knowledge related to what is to be taught; knowledge of how to teach others 




who have learning differences and difficulties; having general abilities to organize and 
explain ideas and make judgments about students’ needs (Darling-Hammond, 2013).  
Research Question 3 
  
 All of the models in the study have the following components: Planning, 
Instruction, and Assessment. Dependent on the models after the Planning, Instruction, 
Assessment, other components are a part of the evaluation rubric.  In the Project COACH 
model, the following other components are included:  Family and Community Outreach, 
Monitoring, Assessment, Follow-up, and Professional Responsibilities.  For the Teacher 
Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) model there is a 
Professionalism Rubric. All components are tools that are used to help teachers improve 
or clearly distinguish between those who are succeeding and those who are struggling 
(Darling-Hammond, 2014).   
The four evaluation models offer opportunities for teachers to set goals and 
receive regular and useful feedback that support learning and effect personnel decisions.  
Teachers using the teacher effectiveness model in this study collect evidence about their 
practice and student learning.   The models in this study inform decisions regarding 
tenure, compensation, promotion, advanced certification, and dismissal.   
School districts in Tennessee designed teacher effectiveness instruments that 
ensured high quality instruction by addressing teacher quality.  Teacher quality addressed 
the personal traits, skills, and understanding that a teacher brings to teaching and would 
include collaboration and adapting instruction to help students succeed. While teaching 




Teaching quality is a part of teacher quality but also strongly influences the instruction or 
what a teacher knows and can do.   
Recommendations for Further Research 
 
The goal of this case study was to explore the experience of teachers relative to 
the teacher effectiveness model used in their district.  Data were collected to answer three 
research questions related to the teacher effectiveness model used in the district of the 
participants.  Focus group meetings were held, and the findings were discussed that 
resulted from the examination of the focus group data.   
With the goal of getting teacher evaluation right, more case studies regarding the 
perception of teachers using the model approved in the state of Tennessee would assist 
with addressing professional development and student achievement.  Future research into 
this study should also include (a) specific details of teachers’ perceptions of the model in 
their district after revisions to the model and teachers complete more evaluations; (b) 
observations conducted by outside observers rather than school administrators (c) a look 
at the components of the models using a wider sample and a quantitative study that is a 
comparative analysis of which model teachers prefer using a wider sample. 
Conclusion 
The components of the model in this study are not significantly different.  What is 
different is each model’s process and procedures.  Different districts use different 
processes and procedures for teacher evaluation defining or clarifying which components 
are most effective. While teaching and learning will not improve if we fail to provide 
high quality feedback from assessment of their instruction, the instrument that is used to 




making critical personnel and assignment decisions in an effort to achieve college 
readiness goals for students.  A teacher’s impact on student learning is extensive, and the 
measurement tool used should be one that promotes teacher effectiveness by both 
classroom instruction and learning gains of students (Stronge & Tucker, 2005).   
However, The New Federal Education Law which is the reauthorized Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, which will now be known as Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA), provides an opportunity for more focus on teaching and learning and gives states 
and educators more latitude for students that need it most while maintaining federal 
funding. 
Title II of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) helps states support teachers.    
The bill provides resources to states and school districts to implement activities to 
support teachers including induction programs, ongoing professional development, and 
programs to recruit new educators.  The bill ends the federal mandate that states had for 
developing and implementing teacher evaluation systems as well as eliminates the 
definition of a highly qualified teacher.  With these changes, Tennessee will make 
decisions to address the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and the accountability of 
teachers, interventions, and testing.   The Every Student Succeeds Act takes effect at the 
start of the 2016 – 2017 school year, with full implementation expected during the 2017 – 
2018 school year.  Will the work that the state of Tennessee put in place to increase 
student learning, improve teacher effectiveness, and identify both teacher quality and 
teaching quality change?  The answers will be in the various meetings and committees 
that will use Every Student Succeeds Act to continue to move students and learning 




Based on the finding of the four teacher effectiveness focus group sessions, 
teachers understand the transformational power of teacher evaluation and use feedback to 
improve their professional practices and address the planning and instruction components 
of Danielson’s framework (Tucker & Stronge, 2005).  Effectiveness measures based on 
classroom observations and practice provides critical information to teachers and 
administrators on what actions to take to improve student achievement.  Schools are part 
of the social system and, as such, present content in meaningful ways to foster 
understanding and plan instruction to address the needs and abilities of students in their 
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Description of Model Components 
TEAM                    TIGER 
INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION 
STANDARDS AND OBJECTIVES LESSONS STRUCTURE AND PACING 
MOTIVATING STUDENTS ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS 
PRESENTING INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT QUESTIONING 
LESSON STRUCTURE AND PACING ACADEMIC FEEDBACK 
ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS GROUPING STUDENTS 
QUESTIONING TEACHER CONTENT KNOWLEDGE 
FEEDBACK TEACHER KNOWLEDGE OF STUDENTS 
GROUPING STUDENTS THINKING 
TEACHER CONTENT KNOWLEDGE PROBLEM-SOLVING 
TEACHER KNOWLEDGE OF STUDENTS PLANNING 
THINKING INSTRUCTIONAL PLANS 
PROBLEM-SOLVING STUDENT WORK 
PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLANS EXPECTATIONS 
STUDENT WORK MANAGING STUDENT BEHAVIOR 
ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENT 
ENVIRONMENT EXPECTATIONS 
EXPECTATIONS PROFESSIONALISM RUBRIC 
MANAGING STUDENT BEHAVIOR PROFESSIONAL GROWTH AND LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT USE OF DATA 




















PLAN 1: KNOW YOUR STUDENTS IN ORDER TO PLAN YOUR INSTRUCTION 
EFFECTIVELY 
PLAN 2: SET THROUGH-COURSE AND END-OF -COURSE GOALS 
PLAN 3: CREATE OR ADAPT STANDARDS-BASED INSTRUCTIONAL PLANS AND 
ASSESSMENTS GUIDED BY PACING AND COTNENT FROM INSTRUCTIONAL MAPS 
TEACH 1: Engage Students in objective driven lessons based on content standards 
TEACH 2: Explain Content Clearly and Accurately 
TEACH 3: Engage Students at all levels of learning in Appropriately Challenging Work 
TEACH 4: Provide Students with Multiple Ways to Engage with Content 
TEACH 5: Use Strategies that develop higher-level thinking Skills 
TEACH 6: Check for Understanding and Respond Appropriately during the Lesson 
TEACH 7: Maximize Instructional Time 
CLE 1: Build a respectful Learning-Focused Classroom Community 
CLE 2: Develop Classroom Procedure and Routines 
CLE 3: Use Classroom Space and Resources to Support Instruction 

















































































































Appendix B:  Institutional Review Board Approval Letter   
   Institutional Review Board 
  315 Administration Building 
   Memphis, TN 38152-3370 
   Office: 301.678.3074 
  Fax: 901.678.2199 
  irb@memphis.edu
                     
        
To:      Carolyn Carter 
           Advisor: Reginald Green 
 
From:  James P. Whelan, Ph.D., Chair, and Institutional Review 
            Board for the Protection of Human Subjects 
 irb@memphis.edu 
 
Subject:  An Analysis of Teacher Perceptions of Four Teacher Effectiveness Models  
              Implemented School Districts Across Tennessee 
 
Date of Review:  October 30, 2015 
 
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed and 
approved your submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations as 
well as ethical principles. 
Approval of this project is given with the following obligations: 
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be in effect to 
continue the project prior to that date. If approval is not obtained, the human consent 
form(s) and recruiting material(s) are no longer valid and any research activities involving 
human subjects must stop. 
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must be completed and 
sent to the board. 
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior board approval, whether 
the approved protocol was reviewed at the Exempt, Expedited or Full Board level. 
4. Exempt approval is considered to have no expiration date and no further review is 
necessary unless the protocol needs modification. 
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations: 
James P. Whelan, Ph.D. 
Institutional Review Board Chair 







Informed Consent Document for Interviews 
Principal Investigator:  Carolyn Carter 
Study Title:  An Analysis of Teacher Perception of Four Teacher Effectiveness Models 
Implemented in School Districts Across Tennessee 
Institution:  The University of Memphis 
 
Name of participant: ________________________________________________ 
The following information is provided to inform you about your participation in a focus 
group activity.   Please read this form carefully and feel free to ask any questions you may 
have about the focus group and the information given below.  Also, you will be given a copy 
of this consent form.  Your participation is voluntary and you are also being free to 
withdraw at any time.  You may ask to have information related to you returned to you, 
removed from the research records, or destroyed. 
The estimated time for the focus group will be one hour. 
The purpose of this study is to understand the perceptions of Tennessee teachers regarding 
the teacher effectiveness model used in their district. 
You are being asked to participate in this focus group activity because of you teach in a 
school in a district that uses one of the four teacher effectiveness models.  The focus group 
conversation will be electronically recorded.  All recorded notes will be kept in a locked 
filing cabinet during the research period.  After the research has been completed the notes 
will be kept on file in a locked file cabinet in the researcher’s office for one year.  After one 
year, the notes will be destroyed. Only the researcher and the researcher’s advisor will have 
access to the notes.  It should be noted that during focus group meetings, confidentiality 
cannot be assured.   
No discomforts or stresses are expected during the focus group meetings.  There are no 
significant risks to participation in the study.  If your reflection on experiences leads to any 
type of emotional upset, the researcher is prepared to give you contact information for 
community mental health services.  You may get emotional when sharing your experiences.  
We can pause to rest at any time during the focus group meeting or stop if you choose to do 
so.  However, this is an opportunity to share your story helping to preserve the past and 





The information in the study records will be kept confidential.  However, in focus groups, 
participants may know each other or give their name during the discussion, therefore, 
confidentiality cannot be assured. No reference will be made in oral or written reports, 
which could link you to the study.  All efforts, within reason, will be made to keep the 
personal information in your research record private but total privacy cannot be promised.  
Your information may be shared with the U of M Institutional Review Board, the Office of 
Human Research Protections, if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required to do 
so by law.  U of M does not have a fund set aside for compensation in the case of study 
related injury. 
If you should have any questions about this interview, please feel free to contact Carolyn 
Carter at 731-225-4882/cdcrter1@memphis.edu or my Faculty advisor, Dr. Reginald Green 
at 901-678-3445.  For additional information about giving consent or your rights as a 
participant in this interview, please feel free to contact the IRB at 901-678-2705 or 
ibr@memphis.edu. 
STATEMENT BY PERSON AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS INTERVIEW 
I have read this informed consent document and the material contained in it has been 
explained to me verbally.  I understand each part of the document, all my questions 
have been answered, and I freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this 
interview. 
 
____________________        _________________________________________________________ 
Date             Signature of Interviewee                     Printed Name 
 
Consent obtained by: 
 
____________________         _________________________________________________________________ 
Date                                   Signature of Interview(s)           Printed Name and Title 
 
 
 
